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PART  0.0 
SUMAMRY  OF  REPORT 


The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  provide  concrete  facts 
and  positive  recommendations  regarding  the  present  and 
future  physical  needs  for  courthouse  facilities  to  serve 
Suffolk  County  in  the  City  of  Boston. 

It  has  been  prepared  for  the  Special  Legislative  Study 
Commission  relative  to  Courthouse    Facilities  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  by  the  consulting  firm 
of  Huza-Thibault-Borek  inc.  of  Boston  and  Montreal. 

To  accumulate  background  information,  the  consultants 
interviewed  key  persons  involved  in  the  present  court- 
house operations  and  various  agencies  concerned  with 
the  redevelopment  of  Boston.    They  studied  a  number  of 
similar  reports  for  other  courthouses  across  the  country, 
and  they  analyzed  statistics  from  the  past  and  present 
operations  of  the  Boston  courthouses.     Further,  they 
investigated  with  members  of  the  judiciary    and  the  bar 
associations  the  potential  future  changes  which  may 
occur  in  the  administration  of  justice. 

This  accumulated  information  has  been  employed  to 
develop  a  broad  program  for  a  physical  facility  adequate 
to  serve  the  needs  of  the  courts  during  the  period  from 
1975  to  the  turn  of  the  century.    Additional  courtroom 
facilities  are  proposed  for  certain  courts,  additional 
ancillary  facilities  are  recommended  for  all  courts, 
enlargements  of  all  departments  are  proposed,  and 
certain  new  facilities  not  presently  located  in  the 


courthouses  are  suggested  for  inclusion.     In  summary,  a 
total  facility  of  about  950,000  sq.ft.  with  an  underground 
garage  of  about  320,000  sq.ft.  is  proposed.    When  compared 
to  the  present  facility  of  about  580,000  sq.ft.,   it  is  evident 
that  an  expansion  of  more  than  60%  is  being  recommended, 
exclusive  of  garage  space. 

The  accumulated  information  also  led  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  present  site  is  ideal  and  should  be  retained,  and 
that  any  alternate  site  selected  should  be  in  close  proximity 
to  the  present  site. 

Detailed  inspection  and  review  showed  that  while  the 
present  buildings  are  inadequate  in  quality  as  well  as  size, 
major  renovation  work  on  these  buildings  could  be  considered 
as  feasible. 

Alternative  plans  for  implementation  were  analyzed,  with 
the  conclusion  being  drawn  that  the  development  of  the 
enlarged  facility  could  most  economically  and  conveniently 
be  achieved  on  an  adjacent  site  if  such  were  available. 
If  not,  enlargement  of  the  present  facility  could  be  achieved 
by  new  construction  on  the  site  of  the  present  "Old"  Court- 
house . 

These  studies  also  indicated  that  the  overall  cost  of 
implementation  of  this  enlarged  facility  would  range  from 
60  million  dollars  to  80  million  dollars  depending  upon  the 
alternatives  selected. 
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2.1    TERMS  OF  REFERENCE 


Early  in  1968,  the  Special  Legislative  Study  Commission 
relative  to  Courthouse  Facilities,  created  by  Chapter  126 
of  the  Acts  of  1965  and  revived  by  Chapter  82  of  the  Acts 
of  1967,  determined  to  focus  initially  upon  the  conditions 
existing  in  the  courthouse  and  related  facilities  of  all 
county  seats  in  the  Commonwealth. 

Late  in  1969^  the  Commission  decided  to  inquire  specifical- 
ly into  conditions  existing  in  those  courthouses  in  Suffolk 
County. 

To  assist  it  in  its  work,  the  Commission  engaged  the 
services  of  Huza-Thibault-Borek  Inc.,  to  investigate  and 
report  upon  these  matters. 

The  specific  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  provide: 

"a  study  of  the  Suffolk  County  Courthouse 
facilities  in  Boston  and  to  provide  the 
Commonwealth  with  recommendations  as 
to  how  said  courthouse  facilities  may  be 
improved  to  provide  the  County  with  the 
best  facilities  possible  to  meet  the 
increased  needs  at  the  lowest  cost  to 
Suffolk  County  and  the  Commonwealth". 

The  report  is  to  contain  specific  data  recommendations 
based  on  1980  requirements  with  an  expansion  factor  of 
about  20  years. 
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2.2    COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

The  Commission  membership  as  of  the  date  of  this  report 
was  as  follows: 


Robert  L.  Cowley  Chairman/Senate 

Daniel  W.  Carney  Chairman/House 
Sen.  Denis  L.  McKenna  Vice/Chairman 
Sen.  David  H.  Locke 

Michael  F.  Flaherty 

Nathan  Rosenfeld 

John  O'Brien 

Lawrence  Smith 

Alan  Dimond 
Hon.  Abraham  Smith 
Hon.  Kenneth  L.  Nash 
Mr.     Nathan  Moger 
/V\r.     Charles  W.  Bartlett 
Mr.     J.   Newton  Esdaile 
Mr.     William  P.  Grant 


Sen 
Rep 


Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 
Hon, 


Mr.     John  J.  Fox,   Counsel 

Two  informal  reporting  sessions  of  the  Commission  were 
convened  during  the  preparation  of  the  report. 

Various  members  of  the  Commission  should  be  recognized 
for  the  valuable  assistance  rendered  to  the  Consultants 
in  their  work. 


2.3  SCHEDULE 

The  Consultants'  term  of  engagement  stipulated  that  a 
completed  draft  of  their  report  must  be  submitted  to 
the  Commission  for  their  review  three  months  after  the 
start  of  the  work,  and  that  the  final  repKsrt  must  be 
submitted  within  a  further  month. 

The  Consultants  were  engaged  and  started  their  work  on 
I  February,   1970. 

2.4  ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

During  the  preparation  of  this  report,  the  Consultants 
and  the  Counsel  for  the  Commission  communicated  with 
many  persons  directly  or  indirectly  related  to  the  subject 
matter  being  studied. 

In  all  instances  the  utmost  help,  consideration  and 
cooperation  was  received,  and  it  is  this  that  the 
Consultants  and  the  Commission  wish  now  to  acknowledge. 


Space  prohibits  mention  of  the  names  of  all  who  helped, 
hence  only  the  various  organizations  involved  are  listed 
herein: 


The  Office  of  the  Governor. 

The  Judiciary  and  Staff  of  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court. 

The  Judiciary  and  Staff  of  the  Superior  Court. 

The  Judiciary  and  Staff  of  the  Land  Court. 

The  Judiciary  and  Staff  of  the  Probate  Court. 

The  Judiciary  and  Staff  of  the  Boston  Municipal  Court. 

The  Judiciary  and  Staff  of  the  Boston  Juvenile  Court. 

Members  of  the   Boston  Bar  Association  and  Massachusetts 

Bar  Association. 
Members  of  the  Suffolk  County  Courthouse  Commission  and 

their  Staff. 
The  Office  of  the  A/\ayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Members  of  the  Boston  City  Council  and  Staff  of  the  Public 

Facilities  Department. 
The  Sheriff  and  Staff  of  the  Charles  Street  Jail  and  City 

Jail. 
The  District  Attorney's  Office. 
The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority. 


3.1  METHODOLOGY 

The  method  used  by  the  Consultants  in  the  preparation  of 
this  report  con  be  summarized  as  follows: 

Step  I  -  seek  out,  collect  and  study  all  written  docu- 
mentation relative  to  the  specific  problems  of 
these  courts  and  other  similar  situations. 

Step  2    -    interview  persons  involved  at  the  senior  level 
in  the  legal,  administrative,   physical  and 
legislative  aspects  of  these  court  facilities. 

Step  3    -    compile  and  analyze  all  information,  data  and 
opinions  derived  from  documents  and  interviews. 

Step  4    -    develop  conclusions  and  recommendations  and 
record  these  in  report  form. 

3.2  SCOPE 


The  scope  of  work  encompassed  within  the  fact-finding 
steps  ''I  and  ^2  includes  the  following  information: 

-  existing  physical  facilities 

-  existing  studies,  reports  and  recommendations 

-  geography  of  the  site  and  its  relation  to  urban 
transportation  patterns 

-  current  demographic  data 

-  existing  and  projected  work  loads 

-  visitor  traffic 
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-  relationship  of  personnel  to  population 

-  workload  analysis  of  litigation 

-  jurisdiction  and  procedures  of  courts  and  departments 

-  changes  in  substantive  law  made  recently  or  under 
consideration 

-  existing  administrative  practices,   inter -relationships 
and  techniques 

-  comparative  experience  of  other  jurisdictions  with 
similar  problems 

-  cost  of  all  types  of  personnel  and  existing  facilities 

-  parking  requirements 

3.3    PERSONS  INTERVIEWED 

During  the  preparation  of  this  report,  the  following  persons 
were  interviewed  by  the  Consultants.    Several  of  these 
persons  were  revisited.    Sincere  appreciation  is  hereby 
acknowledged  for  the  assistance  rendered  by  this  group  in 
the  preparation  of  this  report. 

Hon.  Elijah  Adiow 

Chief  Justice,  Boston  Municipal  Court 

Hon.  Elwood  H,  Hettrick 
Chief  Justice,   Land  Court 

Hon.  John  V.  Mahoney 
First  Judge,   Probate  Court 


Hon.  Wilfred  J.  Paquet 
Justice,   Superior  Court 


Hon.  Francis  G.  Poitrast 
Justice,  Juvenile  Court 

Hon.  G.  Joseph  Tauro 
Chief  Justice,  Superior  Court 

Hon.  Raymond  S.  Wilkins 

Chief  Justice  of  Supreme  Judicial  Court 

Hon.  Robert  G.  Wilson  Jr. 
Justice,   Probate  Court 

Mr.  Sidney  Barr 

Deputy  Commissioner 

Office  of  Commissioner  of  Probation 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Mr.  E.J.  Bellefontaine 

Librarian 

Social  Law  Library 

Suffolk  County  Courts 

Mr.  John  F.  Burke 

Executive  Clerk  to  the  Chief  Justice 

Superior  Court  of  Massachusetts 

Representative  of  the  Massachusetts  Bar  Association 

Hon.  Garrett  H.  Byrne 

District  Attorney  of  Suffolk  County 

Mro  William  Cloran 

Assistant  Clerk  for  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Supreme  Judicial  Court 


Hon.  Joseph  D.  Coughlin 
Register  of  Deeds 
Commonwealth  of  /V\assachusetts 

Mr.  Robert  U.  Dorgan 
Assistant  Clerk  -  Civil 
Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 

Hon.  Thomas  S.  Eisenstat 
Sheriff  of  Suffolk  County 

Mr.  Joseph  P.  Foley 

Deputy  Commissioner 

Office  of  Commissioner  of  Probation 

Commonwealth  of  A/Vassachusetts 

Mr.  Richard  D.  Gerould 
Executive  Secretary 
Supreme  Judicial  Court 

Mr.  James  B.  Gibbons 

First  Assistant  Clerk  -  Criminal 

Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 

Mr.  Maynard  R.  Gregory 

Deputy  Recorder 

Land  Court,   Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Mr,  A.  Griffin 
Assistant  Superintendent 
Suffolk  County  Courthouse 


Mr.  E.  Handwerk 
Deputy  AAaster 
Charles  Street  Jail 

Mr.  John  E.   Hurly 

Clerk  -  Civil 

Boston  Municipal  Court 

Mr.  R.T.  Kenny 

Director 

Public  Facilities  Department 

City  of  Boston 

Mr.  Daniel  J.  Lynch 
Clerk  -  Criminal 
Boston  Municipal  Court 

Mr.  Louis  G.  Maglio 
Chief  Probation  Officer 
Boston  Juvenile  Court 


Mr.  M.D.  Martin 

Superintendent 

Suffolk  County  Courthouse 

Mr.  Edward  F.  McKinnon 
Assistant  Secretary  to  Judges 
Boston  Municipal  Court 

Mr.  Frederick  F.  Meuse 
Assistant  Secretary 
Supreme  Judicial  Court 


Hon.   Louis  T.  Musco 

.Register 

Suffolk  County  Probate  Court 

Mr.  Angelo  R.  Musto 

Deputy  Commissioner 

Office  of  Commissioner  of  Probation 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Mr.  Francis  X.  Orfanello 
Second  Assistant  Clerk  -  Criminal 
Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 

Hon.  Gabriel  Piemonte 

President 

Boston  City  Council 

Hon.  John  E.  Powers 
Clerk  for  Suffolk  County 
Supreme  Judicial  Court 
Chairman  -  Courthouse  Commission 


Mr.  Frederick  J.  Quinlan 

Clerk  for  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Supreme  Judicial  Court 

Mr.  E.A.  Reinbold 

Chief  Counsel 

Massachusetts  Defenders  Committee 


10 


Mr.  George  A.  Rochford 
First  Assistant  Clerk  -  Civil 
Boston  Municipal  Court 

Mr.  A.E.  Shoepfer 

General  Counsel 

Boston  Legal  Aid  Society 

Mr.  Theodore  J.  Stavredes 
First  Assistant  Clerk  -  Criminal 
Boston  Municipal  Court 

Mr.  Robert  M.  Tobin 
Chief  Deputy  Sheriff 
County  of  Suffolk 

Mr.  R.  Underwood 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Sen.  Joseph  Ward 

Chairman,   Senate  Judiciary  Committee 

Mr.  J.  Warner 

Director 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Mr.  P.  Ziegler 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 


3.4   DOCUMENTS  STUDIED  -  SUFFOLK  COUNTY 

Background  information  for  this  report  was  derived  from 
many  sources.    The  following  is  a  list  of  documents 
relative  to  the   problems  of  the  Suffolk  County  courthouses 
which  were  received  and  studied: 

1 .  An  analysis  of  existing  facilities  in  the  Old  and  New 
Courthouses  of  Suffolk  County.     1967 

2.  interim  report  of  the  Special  Legislative  Study  Com- 
mission relative  to  courthouse  facilities.     1968 

3.  Minutes  of  the  Special  Legislative  Commission  relative 
to  courthouse  facilities  in  1968. 

4.  Annual  reports  to  the  justices  of  the  Supreme  Judicial 
Court,   Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  1959  to  1968 
inclusive. 

5.  Reports  to  members  of  the  Bar  by  Hon.  G.  Joseph  Tauro, 
Chief  Justice,   Massachusetts  Superior  Court.     1965  to 
1969  inclusive. 

6.  A  study  of  the  relocation  of  the  Suffolk  County  jail, 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority .     1964 


7.  Suffolk  County  Courthouse  Memorandum  of  Boston  Bar 
Association  committee's  meeting  with  Suffolk  County 
Courthouse  Commissioners.    1968 

8.  Architectural  drawings  of  the  "Old"  and  "New"  Suffolk 
County  Courthouses  in  Boston. 

9.  Drawings  of  the  existing  courthouse  site  and  related 
transportation  facilities  supplied  by  the  Boston  Redevel- 
opment Authority. 

3.5    DOCUMENTS  STUDIED  -OTHER  JURISDICTIONS 

As  well  OS  studying  various  written  reports  on  the   problems 
of  the  Suffolk  County  Courthouses,  the  Consultants  secured 
and  studied  various  court  facilities  studies  and  reports 
prepared  by  others  for  other  counties  of  the  Commonwealth 
and  other  States  and  cities.    The  following  is  a  list  of  these 
reports: 

I.    Courthouse  Facilities  Survey 
Harris  County,  Texas 
Wilson,  Morris,   Croin  &  Anderson 
Architects 
1964 


2.    The  Chicago  Civic  Center 
Extract  from  The  Journal  of 
The  American  Judicature  Society 
1966 


3.  Extracts  from  a  Courthouse  Facilities 
Survey  by  Wilson,   Morris,   Crain  &  Anderson 
Architects  and  a 

Report  concerning  the  Management  Survey  of 

Courts  of  Nassau  County 

1966 

4.  Hampden  County,   Massachusetts 
Courts  Study  Technical  Documentation 
Raymond  &  May  Associates 

1968 

3.6    DOCUMENTS  STUDIED  -  SPECIAL 

A  series  of  general  reports  or  studies  prepared  by  various 
research  bodies  or  groups  relative  to  courthouse  facilities 
were  received  and  studied.    Among  these  are  the  following: 

1 .  A  Guide  to  the  Construction  and  Renovation  of 
Court  Buildings 

Institute  of  Judicial  Administration 
1958 

2.  An  Analysis  of  Courtroom  Design  Criteria 
Publication  of  American  Judicature  Society 
1967 


3.    Facility  Requirements  for  General  Trial  Courts 
University  of  Michigan  Report 
1970  (Preliminary  Draft) 
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PART  4.0 

EXISTING  FACILITIES 


4.1    SITE 


The  site  of  the  "Suffolk  County  Courthouse  facilities  in 
Boston"  is  located  in  the  business  district  of  Boston,  as 
seen  on  Map  *4.i  .A. 

The  land  is  located  to  the  west  of  the  new  Center  Plaza 
Building  in  the  Government  Center  Renewal  Project,  facing 
the  remains  of  Pemberton  Square.     It  is  bounded  on  the  west 
by  Somerset  Street,  across  from  the  Metropolitan  District 
Commission  Building  and  the  site  of  a  proposed  new  State 
office  building.    On  the  south  end  of  this  land,  a  major 
private  office  building  is  currently   under  construction. 

The  land  area  is  about  91,300  sq.ft.,  or  about  2. 1  acres. 

The  site  is  immediately  accessible  by  foot  from  the  State 
House,  the  new  City  Hall,  the  various  new  Federal  and 
State  office  buildings,  and  many  of  Boston's  major  private 
office  buildings. 

The  majority  of  Boston's  private  law  offices  are  located 
within  walking  distance. 

The  site  is  well  served  by  the  City's  public  transportation 
systems,  and  a  large  public  parking  garage  is  currently 
under  construction  a  few  city  blocks  away. 


4.2       BUILDINGS 

4.2.1    AREAS 

The  existing  courthouse  facilities  on  the  site  consist  of  two 
buildings,  known  as  the  "Old"  Courthouse  and  the  "New" 
Courthouse  or  collectively  as  the  "Pemberton  Square 
Courthouse". 

The  "Old"  Courthouse  was  constructed  in  1886-1903  and 
was  altered  in  1906.     It  consists  of  a  total  gross  area  of 
about  229,800  sq.ft.,  with  a  net  usable  area  of  about 
150,370  sq.ft.    This  area  is  disposed  upon  5  floors  and 
2  mezzanines. 

The  "New"  Courthouse  was  constructed  in  1935  to  1939, 
and  consists  of  a  total  of  about  349,  980  sq.ft.  of  gross 
area  and  266,630  sq.ft.  of  net  usable  area,  all  disposed 
upon  15  floors  and  8  mezzanines  above  grade  and  a  base- 
ment and  one  mezzanine  floor  below  grade. 


In  both  buildings,   the  net  area  computed  includes  wall 
thicknesses  and  circulation  spaces  located  within  the 
departments  and  functional  areas,   but  gross  areas  shown 
exclude  all  major  mechanical  equipment  floors  and  spaces. 
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4.2.2    PHYSICAL  CONDITION 


4.3         COURTS 


Several  of  the  reports  reviewed  have  described  the  physical 
condition  of  these  two  buildings.  These,  together  with  our 
own  inspection,   indicate  the  following  current  conditions: 

Both  buildings  lack  adequate  lighting,  ventilation,  power, 
acoustics,   plumbing  facilities  and  elevator  services. 

Neither  building  is  air-conditioned,  a  deficiency  which 
precludes  efficient  usage  throughout  the  year. 

The  "Old"  Courthouse  lacks  an  AC  power  supply  in  many 
areas,  precluding  the  use  of  modern  office  equipment. 

Both  the  windows  and  walls  of  the  "New"  Courthouse  are 
defective,  as  are  the  windows  of  the  "Old"  Courthouse. 
This  fact,  coupled  with  erratic  heating  systems  and  inade- 
quate ventilation,  make  cold-weather  usage  intolerable 
at  times. 

Proper  systems  for  fire  alarm  protection  do  not  exist  in 
either  buildings,  and  emergency  exits  in  both  buildings 
are  totally  inadequate. 

in  summary,   the  physical  condition  of  these  buildings  can 
be  considered  sub-standard,  causing  inconvenience  and 
inefficiency,   creating  health  and  safety  hazards,  exerting 
a  demoralizing  effect  on  staff  and  public  alike,  and  thus 
reducing  the  prestige  and  effectiveness  of  the  administration 
of  justice. 


The  existing  courthouses  in  Boston  house  the  following 
courts: 

4.3.1.    SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT 

Within  the  Commonwealth  this  court  has  general  super- 
intendence of  all  courts  of  lesser  Jurisdiction,  has  final 
appellate  jurisdiction  in  all  cases,   has  original  jurisdiction 
mainly  in  petitions  for  extraordinary  writs  handled  by  a 
single  justice,  and  renders  advisory  opinions  at  the  request 
of  either  branch  of  the  Legislature  or  the  Governor  or  the 
Executive  Council . 

It  is  presently  served  by  the  chief  justice,   six  associate 
justices,  and  a  staff  totalling  40  persons. 

This  court  currently  occupies  approximately  32,770  sq.ft. 
on  the  upper  floors  of  the  "New"  Courthouse. 

4.3.2    SUPERIOR  COURT 

The  superior  courts  in  the  State  have  general   trial  juris- 
diction,  jury  and  non-jury,  and  are  arranged  into  a  circuit 
system . 

Superior  court  facilities  within  the  Boston  courthouses  accom- 
modate the  Chief  Justice  of  the  State  circuit  system,  his 
staff,  and  the  court  facilities  of  Suffolk  County. 
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Taken  together,  these  facilities  comprise  18  courtrooms 
plus  space  for  a  total  staff  of  about  224  persons. 

These  facilities  currently  occupy  about  156,630  sq.ft., 
about  80  per  cent  of  which  is  located  in  the  "New" 
Courthouse  with  the  remainder  in  the  "Old"  Courthouse. 

4.3.3  LAND  COURT 

This  court  has  jurisdiction  for  the  entire  Commonwealth  in 
land  titles,  registrations  and  uses. 

It  is  served  by  a  justice,  two  associate  justices  and  a 
staff  totalling  55  people. 

It  occupies  an  area  of  18,200  sq.ft.   in  the  "Old"  Court- 
house. 

4.3.4  PROBATE  COURT 


4.3.5  THE  MUNICIPAL  COURT  OF  THE  CITY  OF  BOSTON 

This  court  is  analogous  to  a  District  Court,   in  that  it  has 
jurisdiction  of  lesser  criminal  cases  and  of  civil  actions 
at  law  within  the  City  of  Boston. 

It  is  presently  served  by  a  chief  justice,  eight  associate 
justices,  five  special  justices  and  a  staff  of  about  96 
persons . 

The  facilities  of  this  court  occupy  an  area  of  about  62,300 
sq.ft.,  about  half  of  which  is  in  the  "Old"  Courthouse 
with  the  other  half  in  the  "New"  Courthouse. 

Within  the  remainder  of  this  report,  this  court  will  be 
referred  to  as  the  "Boston  Municipal  Court"  for  the  sake 
of  brevity. 

4.3.6  BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT  ~ 


The  probate  courts  in  the  State  have  jurisdiction  of  probate 
of  wills,  administration  of  estates,  appointment  of  guardians 
and  conservators,  divorce  and  annulment  of  marriages, 
separate  maintenance,  adoption  and  change  of  name,  with 
equity  jurisdiction  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  statute. 
They  are  arranged  on  a  county  system. 

At  present,  these  facilities  comprise  three  courtrooms  plus 
space  for  a  staff  totalling  9  persons,   in  Suffolk  County. 

These  facilities  occupy  a  total  of  approximately  11,530 
sq.ft.  in  the  "Old"  Courthouse. 


This  court  deals  solely  with  juvenile  cases  occurring 
within  the  City  of  Boston.     Elsewhere  in  the  Commonwealth 
district  courts  have  jurisdiction  over  such  cases. 

This  court  is  presently  served  by  a  justice  and  three  special 
justices,  with  a  total  staff  of  44  people. 

The  present  facilities  of  this  court  occupy  about  7,300 
sq.ft.  in  the  "Old"  Courthouse. 
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4.4      OTHER  FACILITIES 

4.4.1  DISTRICT  ATTORNEY 

This  office  includes  the  District  Attorney,  his  staff  of  assis- 
tants,  legal  advisors,   the  Homicide  Squad,   the  Investigative 
Division,  the  Domestic  Relations  Department,   the  Grand  Jury 
and  the  Juvenile  Division.    A  staff  of  101  persons  occupy  an 
area  of  14,600  sq.ft.  in  the  "New"  Courthouse. 

4.4.2  SHERIFF 

The  Sheriff,   his  deputies  and  his  office  staff  total  99  persons. 
This  department  occupies  2,600  sq.ft.  in  the  "New"  Court- 
house. 

4.4.3  PROBATION  COMMISSION 

This  commission  is  a  State  office  and  houses  over  five  million 
probation  records.    The  commissioner,   his  assistants  and  his 
office  staff  number  122  and  occupy  about  10,000  sq.ft.  in 
the  "New"  Courthouse. 

4.4.4  COURTHOUSE  COMMISSION 

This  commission  is  charged  with  the  oversight  of  the  Suffolk 
County  courthouses.  A  staff  of  150  persons,  the  majority  of 
which  are  maintenance  personnel,  occupies  about  2,500  sq. 
ft.  in  both  the  "Old"  and  "New"  Courthouses. 

4.4.5  REGISTRY  OF  DEEDS 

The  Registry  of  Deeds  serves  Suffolk  County  and  houses 
about  9,000  record  books.     It  is  functionally  related  to  the 


Land  Court.     Its  present  staff  totals  75  people,  and  it  oc- 
cupies 33,000  sq.ft.  of  space  in  the  "Old"  Courthouse. 

4.4.6  REGISTRY  OF  PROBATE 

This  registry,  functionally  related  to  the  Probate  Court, 
now  contains  over  830,000  records  dating  back  to  the  year 
1636.     It  is  served  by  a  staff  of  66  persons,  and  occupies 
12,300  sq.ft.  located  in  the  "Old"  Courthouse. 

4.4.7  SOCIAL  LAW  LIBRARY 

This  library  serves  private  lawyers,   prosecutors,   judges, 
law  clerks,  and  other  court  personnel.     It  contains  about 
150,000  volumes  with  an  annual  growth  rate  of  about  2 
per  cent.    A  staff  of  14  people  operate  this  facility  which 
occupies  about  23,100  sq.ft.  in  the  "New"  Courthouse. 

4.4.8  CITY  PRISON 

The  City  Prison  for  Men  and  the  House  of  Detention  for 
Women,  maintained  by  the  Boston  Police  Department,  are 
primarily  used  to  hold  persons  overnight  while  awaiting 
trial  for  minor  offenses.    These  facilities  occupy  an  area  of 
about  25,000  sq.ft.  on  the  lower  floors  of  the  "New" 
Courthouse. 

4.4.9  PRESS  ROOM 

A  press  room  of  about  1,000  sq.ft.  in  area  serving  those 
correspondents  who  serve  the  courts  now  exists  in  the 
"New"  Courthouse. 
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PART  5.0 

ALTERNATE  POSSIBILITIES 


5.1 


SITE  RELOCATION 


5.1.1  GENERAL 

During  the  preparation  of  this  report,   the  possibility  of 
abandoning  the  present  buildings  and  site  for  new  buildings 
on  a  new  site  located  elsewhere  in  Suffolk  County  has  been 
considered. 

As  was  pointed  out  in  Article  4.1,  the  present  site  is  acces- 
sible to  all  those  who  use  it;  legislators,  the  judiciary,   the 
legal  profession  and  the   public.     It  is  our  opinion  that  no 
other  site  readily  available  in  Suffolk  County  would  be  as 
equally  convenient  to  these  users  who  travel  now  to  the 
courthouse  by  automobile,   public  transport  and  walking. 

5.1.2  RELOCATION  DISADVANTAGES 

A  relocation  of  the  needed  Courthouse  facilities  to  a  new 
location  in  the  County  could  have  the  following  unfavourable 
results: 

-  delay  In  the  implementation  of  this  new  and  badly  needed 
courthouse  improvement,   due  to  the  time  involved  in  ac- 
quisition of  new  land 

-  severe  inconvenience  for  those  members  of  the  public  who 
do  not  use  automobiles,   unless  the  new  site  is  as  well 
located  relative  to  public  transport  as  the  present  site 

-  severe  inconvenience  and  time  loss  to  those  members  of 
the  judiciary,   legal  profession  and  legislature  who  need 
to  visit  the  courts  and  allied  facilities  for  short  time 
periods 


-  possible  detrimental  effect  upon  the  "economic  health" 
of  the  Boston  business  district,  due  to  the  number  of 
businesses  organizations  who  would  relocate  to  be  near 
the  new  courthouse  site. 

5.1.3  RELOCATION  ADVANTAGES 

A  relocation  to  a  different  site  in  a  less  densely  built-up 
part  of  the  County  would  have  the  following  points  to 
commend  it: 

-  purchase  of  a  new  site  with  accompanying  sale  of  the 
present  site  could  result  in  a  profit  to  the  County 

-  construction  of  a  new  facility  and  sale  of  the  present 
facility  would  obviate  the  necessity  for  a  temporary 
relocation  of  the  courthouse  facilities  with  its  accom- 
panying  Inconvenience  to  court  personnel  and  its  cost 
to  the  County 

-  construction  of  a  new  facility  on  a  less  constricted  new 
site  could  result  in  a  somewhat  lower  construction  cost. 

5.1.4  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Weighing  the  above-mentioned  advantages  and  disadvantages 
of  site  relocation,  and  bearing  mind  that  no  suitable  alter- 
nate site  is  known  at  this  time,  the  conclusion  of  this  report 
is  to  recommend  that  the  present  site  be  retained  and  re- 
developed, or  that  any  new  site  acquired  be  located  in  the 
area  of  the  present  site. 


5.2       DEPARTMENT  RELOCATION 

5.2.1  GENERAL 

It  could  be   presumed  from  the  foregoing  that  the  courts 
and  departments  presently  located  in  the  Suffolk  County 
courthouses  in  Boston  must  necessarily  remain  forevermore 
within  this  complex  or  some  future  enlarged  complex. 

In  certain  cases,   this  presumption  should  be  studied  and 
reported  upon. 

5.2.2  REGISTRY  OF  DEEDS 

This  is  an  autonomous  department,   having  little  functional 
relationship  on  the  day-to-day  level  with  the  Land  Court 
and  none  with  the  other  courts.     It  therefore  need  not  be 
located  in  the  complex.    On  the  other  hand,   indications 
are  that  it  should  be  close  to  the  other  courts,   if  only  for 
the  convenience  of  lawyers  who  could  plan  a  visit  to  the 
Registry  in  conjunction  with  a  visit  to  the  courthouse  for 
other  reasons. 

5.2.3  LAND  COURT 

This  State  court  has  virtually  no  functional  relationship 
to  the  other  courts  currently  located  in  the  courthouses. 
It  could  therefore  be  located  elsewhere,  so  long  as  it  was 
reasonably  convenient  to  the  Registry  of  Deeds.    The 
standards  of  convenience  to  the  judiciary,   the  legal 
profession  and  the  public  should  however  continue  to 
apply  to  any  new  site. 
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5.2.4  BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT 

This  court  has  no  functional  relationship  to  the  other  courts 
and  departments  in  the  courthouse.     It  is  actually  more 
functionally  tied  to  the  two  detention  homes  in  the  City 
where  delinquent  juveniles  are  detained,  and  to  the 
rehabilitation  programmes  being  operated  in  various 
community  centers  throughout  the  City.    The   physical 
needs  of  this  court,   including  psychiatric,  diagnostic  and 
recreational  facilities  are  somewhat  foreign  to  standard 
courthouse  facilities.     It  is  also  recommended  that  a 
juvenile's  first  encounter  with  justice  should  take  place 
within  an  environment  that  is  less  formal  and  less  formi- 
dable than  the  atmosphere  created  by  a  facility  designed 
for  the  administration  of  adult  justice  in  all  its  dignity 
and  severity. 

For  these  reasons  relocation  of  this  court  away  from  the 
present  buildings  could  be  seriously  considered.     It  if 
remains  within  the  complex,  access  to  and  from  this 
functional  unit  from  the  street   should  be  separate  and 
direct,  and  the  design  of  the  spaces  should  be  suited  to 
the  juveniles  who  wi  11  be  using  the  facilities. 

5.2.5  SOCIAL  LAW  LIBRARY 


This  facility  has  no  direct  functional  relationship  to  the 
courts,   but  its  location  within  the  complex  admirably 
serves  the  convenience  of  the  judiciary,  the  lawyers  and 
the  law  clerks. 
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5.2,6   RECOMMENDATIONS 

If  relocation  of  any  or  all  of  the  afore-mentioned  courts 
or  departments  were  to  be  implemented,  space  for  them 
would  need  to  be  constructed  or  rented.     If  the  standards 
of  convenience  set  forth  were  to  be  maintained  with  such 
relocations,  this  new  space  would  need  to  be  at  least 
near  the  present  site,  within  the  built-up  high-rent  area 
of  Boston.     It  is  therefore  highly  doubtful  as  to  whether  any 
financial  gain  to  the  County  would  result  from  such  re- 
locations. 

This  report  therefore  recommends  that  the  Land  Court, 
Boston  Juvenile  Court,  Registry  of  Deeds  and  Social  Law 
Library  remain  within  an  enlarged  courthouse  facility  on 
the  present  site. 

5.3       CHARLES  STREET  JAIL  INCLUSION 

5.3.1    GENERAL 


The  Charles  Street  Jail  serves  Suffolk  County  but  its  costs 
are  borne  solely  by  the  City  of  Boston,     it  houses  pre-trial 
prisoners  and  those  who  have  received  short  sentences. 
Prisoners  being  tried  in  the  Suffolk  County  courthouses  must 
be  transported  to  and  from  this  jail  each  day. 

A  detailed  report  on  the  proposed  relocation  of  this  jail 
was  prepxired  in  1964  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority. 
Its  conclusions  were  that  a  new  jail  for  a  maximum  of  150 
prisoners  with  an  rea  of  about  60,000  sq.ft.  indoors  and 
40,000  sq.ft.  outdoors  be  constructed  on  a  new  city  site  or 
possibly  in  conjunction  with  a  new  courthouse  complex. 


It  further  suggested  that  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the 
present  jail  site  would  contribute  substantially  towards  the 
financing  of  such  a  new  facility. 

A  number  of  new  courthouse  designs  within  the  country, 
and  indeed  the  courthouse  currently  being  constructed  in 
Middlesex  County,   include  a  jail  in  the  uppermost  stories 
of  the  building. 

Such  an  inclusion  in  a  new  Suffolk  County  Courthouse 
complex  would  decrease  the  current  security  problems 
inherent  in  transporting  prisoners  to  the  courts,  and  would 
substantially  reduce  the  possibilities  of  escape. 

5.3.2   RECOMMENDATIONS 

It  is  the  recommendation  of  this  report  that  a  new  Suffolk 
County  jail  facility  to  replace  the  existing  Charles  Street 
Jail  be  included  within  an  enlarged  facility  on  the  [xesent 
Boston  courthouse  site. 

5.4      CITY  PRISON  RELOCATION 


5.4.1    GENERAL 


The  city  prison  facility  described  in  Article  4.4.8  needs 

to  continue  to  exist,  on  a  somewhat  reduced  scale,  adjacent 

to  any  new  courthouse  complex. 

If,   however,  the  Charles  Street  Jail  facility  is  relocated 
to  become  a  part  of  an  enlarged  Suffolk  County  courthouse 
complex,  as  is  suggested  in  Article  5.3,   it  would  be  most 

logical  to  include  these  "City  Prison"  facilities  within 
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the  jail  facilities  which  would  be  constructed  to  replace 
the  Charles  Street  Jail. 


organization  would  require  8,000  sq.ft.  of  space  immediately 
and  at  least  double  that  area  by  AD  2000. 


5.4.2   RECOMMENDATIONS 


5.5.3    BOSTON  LEGAL  AID  SOCIETY 


This  report  recommends  that  the  jail  facilities  presently 
existing  in  the  "New"  Courthouse  be  included  within  the 
larger  jail  facilities  being  proposed  to  replace  the  Charles 
Street  Jail  within  the  enlarged  courthouse  complex. 

5.5       MISCELLANEOUS  INCLUSIONS 

5.5.1  GENERAL 

Consideration  should  be  given  to  the  desirability  of 
inclusion  in  any  enlarged  courthouse  facility  of  the 
following  organizations  or  services: 

5.5.2  MASSACHUSETTS  DEFENDERS  COMMITTEE 

Established  by  the  legislature  in  the  early  sixties,  this 
agency  concerns  itself  with  the  defense  of  persons  charged 
in  the  criminal  courts  who  have  no  other  access  to  counsel. 
It  is  entirely  funded  by  the  State,   has  increased  its  local 
staff  from  9  to  54  in  ten  years,  and  is  currently  lacking  in 
staff  and  space.    While  it  would  appear  logical  to  locate 
this  facility  in  any  new  courthouse  complex  for  the 
convenience  of  clients  and  lawyers,   it  has  been  suggested 
that  such  physical  inclusion  might  reduce  the  apparent 
impartiality  and  credibility  of  this  organization  in  the  eyes 
of  those  it  serves.     Should  such  inclusion  occur,   this 


Established  in  1900,   this  Society  provides  free  legal  aid 
primarily  in  civil  matters  to  citizens  in  the  Greater  Boston 
area.     It  is  funded  exclusively  by  the  United  Community 
Services  Fund  and  other  private  sources,  and  serves  the 
public  through  its  head  office  near  the  courthouse  and 
eleven  branch  offices  in  the  City.     While  this  private 
agency  considers  that  the  inclusion  of  its  head  office  in 
any  new  courthouse  complex  might  both  compromise  its 
private  funding  and  Its  credibility  with  its  clients,    it  is 
realistic  to  consider  the  possibility  of  establishing  a  small 
branch  for  this  organization  within  an  enlarged  courthouse 
for  the  convenience  of  the  attorneys  who  serve  it  and  the 
clients  they  in  turn  serve. 

5.5.4   FOOD  FACILITIES 

The  existing  Suffolk  County  courthouses  contain  no  meal 
facilities  and  one  small  coffee  bar. 

When  one  considers  on  the  one  hand  the  number  of  court 
personnel  who  work  in  the  building  together  with  the  number 
of  members  of  the  public  who  are  detained  in  the  building 
over  the  lunch  hour,  and  on  the  other  hand  the  crowded 
condition  of  commercial  restaurants  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  buildings,   the  inclusion  of  a  substantial 
eating  facility   in  any  new  courthouse  facility  must  be 
seriously  contemplated. 
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In  addition  to  meal  service,  the  provision  of  a  number  of 
decentralized  "coffee  bars"  with  cart  service  to  the  various 
administrative  departments  throughout  the  building  should 
also  be  considered. 

5.5.5  PARKING  FACILITIES 

At  present,   parking  space  for  about  35  automobiles  exists 
within  the  courthouse  complex.    These  spaces  are  allotted 
to  certain  judges  and  senior  officers  of  the  courts. 

While  it  is  evident  that  it  would  be  impractical  to  attempt 
to  provide  parking  for  all  courthouse  personnel  and  a  signi- 
ficant proportion  of  the  court  visitors,   consideration  should 
be  given  to  making  physical  provision  for  all  senior  person- 
nel, a  proportion  of  the  remainder  of  the  staff,  and  some 
visitors. 

5.5.6  RECOMMENDATIONS 

It  is  the  recommendation  of  this  report  that  neither  the 
Massachusetts  Defenders  Association  nor  the  Boston  Legal 
Aid  Society  be  relocated    "in  toto"  into  an  enlarged  court- 
house complex,   but  that  only  minimum  conference  facilities 
for  their  use  be  included. 

Further,  this  report  recommends  that  adequate  food  and 
parking  facilities  for  staff  and  visitors  be  included  in  a 
future  courthouse  complex. 


5.6      AUTOMATION 


5.6.1    GENERAL 


It  is  evident  that  as  time  passes,  new  techniques  such  as 
data  processing  and  micro-filming  will  find  an  increased 
application  to  judicial  paperwork,  and  a  resultant  decrease 
in  personnel  population  and  space  requirements  will  occur. 
Likewise,   improvements  in  communication  using  closed 
circuit  television  and  pneumatic  tube  systems  will  also  be 
made,   improving  the  efficiency  of  the  courts  and  the 
administrative  departments. 

The  influence  which  the  introduction  of  any  extension  of 
these  various  systems  will  exert  upon  the  space  needs 
derived  elsewhere  in  this  report  are  difficult  to  predict  in 
a  precise  manner. 

Detailed  studies,  not  included  in  this  report,  could  be 
carried  out  on  each  department.    Such  studies  would  assist 
in  a  more  precise  determination;  such  studies  would, 
however,  necessarily  be  approximate  only,  since  they 
would  be   based  upon  the  capabilities  of  presently-existing 
equipment. 

A  recently  completed  study  by  Educational  Facilities 
Laboratory  concerning  the  impact  of  such  systems  upon 
library  design  concluded  that  such  changes  brought  about 
by  automation  will  "involve  trade-offs  in  space  and 
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demands  for  additional  space,  rather  than  less".    This 
report  also  stresses  the  need  for  increased  adaptability  in 
buildings,  especially  in  the  electrical  and  air-condition- 
ing systems. 

5,6.2   RECOMMENDATIONS 

For  these  reasons,   it  is  the  recommendation  of  this  report 
that  while  any  new  courthouse  facility  must  be  planned 
with  building  systems  capable  to  accommodate  new  and 
unknown  data -processing  and  communication  systems,   no 
significant  reduction  in  area  resulting  from  the  introduc- 
tion of  these  systems  can  be  counted  upon.     The  space 
requirements  computed  based  upon  presently  employed 
technology  should  therefore  be  considered  valid. 

5.7       CHANGES  IN  SUBSTANTIVE  LAW  -  RECENT  OR 
PENDING 

5.7.1    GENERAL 

The  methods  of  projection  and  analysis  employed  in  this 
report  in  order  to  arrive  at  conclusions  regarding  the 
needs  of  the  court  facilities  in  the  future  are  necessarily 
based  upon  the  known  current  functionings  of  these  courts. 

On  the  other  hand,   it  Is  recognized  that  through  the 
constant  strivings  of  the  judiciary,  the  legal  profession 
and  the  legislators  for  Improvements  in  the  administration 
of  justice,   changes  In  substantive  law  occur  and  will 
continue  to  occur  which  In  turn  may  alter  the  work  loads, 
procedures  or  physical  facilities  required  of  a  court  or 
department. 


For  these  reasons,  the  conclusions  reached  in  this  report- 
must  be  considered  approximations  of  the  future  only, 
subject  to  change  from  time  to  time^ 

To  illustrate  this  fact,  a  number  of  recent  or  pending 
changes  in  the  law  or  in  legal  procedure  are  noted,  all 
of  which  are  making  or  may  make  demands  upon  the  im- 
mediate or  future  physical  facilities  of  the  Suffolk  County 
courthouse . 

5.7.2  HOUSING  COURT 

The      legislature  may  establish  a  new  court  to  deal  with 
landlord  -  tenant  matters  only  or  it  may  also  deal  with 
domestic  matters.    Establishment  of  such  a  court  would 
necessitate  additional  space  in  a  future  courthouse  complex 
beyond  that  Indicated  in  this  refx>rt. 

5.7.3  INTERMEDIATE  APPELLATE  COURT 

The  Massachusetts  Judicial  Conference  is  currently  con- 
sidering the  establishment  of  an  intermediate  appellate 
court  between  its  major  trial  courts  and  its  final  appellate 
court,  to  reduce  the  demands  made  upon  the  Supreme 
Judicial  Court,     If  and  when  such  a  new  court  is  established, 
space  will  need  to  be  created  beyond  that  indicated  In  this 
report . 

5.7.4  BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT 

The  ruling  in  1967  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  in  the  "Matter 
of  Gault",  expanding  the  procedural  safeguards  accorded 
youths,   has  started  to  have  its  impact  upon  the  workings  of 
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the  Boston    Juvenile     Court.    Counsel  is  engaged  more 
frequently,  and  soon  jury  trials  may  become  commonplace. 
In  addition,  discussions  are  currently  underway  to  increase 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  to  other  counties.    While 
provision  for  the  former  situation  has  been  included  in  the 
conclusions  of  this  report,    it  is  clear  that  any  significant 
increase  in  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  cannot  be  fore- 
seen by  this  report. 

5.7-5    BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  COURT 

Provision  for  trial  by  6  man  juries  in  district  courts  now 
is  law  in  other  State  counties,  and  may  soon  become  law 
in  Suffolk  County.    The  conclusions  in  this  report  regarding 
the  spatial  needs  of  the  Boston  Municipal  Court  have  taken 
this  fact  into  account. 


5.7.7   RECOMMENDATIONS 

Due  to  the  unpredictable  nature  of  certain  elements  of  the 
foregoing,  conclusions  which  can  be  translated  into  build- 
ing areas  are  difficult  to  draw. 

For  these  reasons,  this  report  recommends  that  while  no 
specific  provision  should  be  made  in  an  enlarged  courthouse 
facility  for  new  courts  not  currently  in  existence,  enlarged 
ancillary  spaces  to  serve  the  changing  needs  of  the  courtrooms 
in  the  existing  courts  should  be  included. 


5.7.6   CRIMINAL  COURTS 


The  increased  procedural  safeguards  accorded  to  the  ac- 
cused in  the  criminal  courts  by  recent  rulings  of  the  U.S. 
Supreme  Court  have  resulted  in  an  increased  need  for 
physical  facilities  adjacent  to  criminal  courtrooms.    These 
needs  have  been  taken  into  account  in  the  area  projections 
included  in  this  report. 


6.1  GENERAL 

The  General  Services  AdministraHon  of  the  Federal 
Government-  has  prescribed  certain  standards  for  various 
rooms  and  spaces  within  courthouses.    These  are  stated 
in  subsequent  Articles  6.2  to  6.5.     Certain  other 
standards  related  to  office  planning,    library  planning 
and  parking  garage  planning  are  known  and  accepted 
within  the  planning  field.    These  are  stated  in  subsequent 
Articles  6.6  to  6.9. 

These  standards  are  to  be  considered  as  guides  in 
determining  appsroximate  space  allocations  in  the 
development  of  a  building  program.    They  have  also 
been  employed  to  derive  certain  other  standards  or  norms. 
Where  this  has  been  done,  the  area  derived  is  shown  in 
parenthesis.     It  should  be  noted  that  these  standards 
represent  an  approximation  of  the  final  definitive  spatial 
needs  of  the  Suffolk  County  courthouses  now  and  in  the 
future . 

6.2  COURT  FACILITIES 


JUDGES  OFFICE 
Privately  accessible 
Washroom  &  coatroom 


750  sq.ft. 
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PART  6.0 
DESIGN  STANDARDS 


SECRETARY'S  OFFICE 

LAW  CLERK'S  OFFICE 

Separates  public  from  judges  chambers 

PETIT  JURY  ROOM 

Private  access  to  courtrooms 

Washroom  &  coatroom 

JURY  EXAMINING  ROOMS 

JURY  SEQUESTERING  SPACES 

ADMINISTRATIVE  ASSISTANT 
Adjacent  to  Reception 

WITNESS  ROOM 

Near  courtroom  and  bailiff 

JURORS  ASSEMBLY  ROOM 
15  sq»ft.  per  person 

COURT  OFFICER'S  OFFICE 
Entry  from  public  corridor 

COURT  REPORTER 


750  sq.ft. 

350  sq.ft. 

(400  sq.ft.) 

(1400  sq.ft.) 

230  sq.ft. 

200  sq.ft. 


(200  sq.ft.) 


350  sq.ft. 
+    200  sq.ft. 
per  extra  court 


PRESS  ROOM 


200  sq.ft. 
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LAWYERS  LOUNGE 
Near  courtrooms 

DETENTION  CELLS 
Near  officers  office 
Three  per  court 
Washrooms 

COURTROOMS 
50  to  100  seats 

6.3    CLERKS  OF  COURTS 

CLERKS  OFFICE 
Washroom  &  coatroom 

DEPUTY  CLERKS 
Adjacent  to  general  office 

GENERAL  OFFICE 
RECEPTION 

EXAMINATION  ROOM 
Adjacent  to  general  office 

WORK-SUPPLY-STORAGE 

EXHIBIT  ROOM 

VAULT 

Adjacent  to  general  office 


75  sq.ft. 

2000  sq.ft. 

500  sq.ft. 

300  sq.ft. 

to  suit 

I50sq.ft„ 
minimum 

400  sq.ft. 

250  sq.ft. 

100  sq.ft. 


6.4    PROBATION 

CHIEF  PROBATION  OFFICER 
Adjacent  to  general  office  and  public 

ASSISTANT  PROBATION  OFFICER 


GENERAL  OFFICE 
RECEPTION 

SUPPLY-STORAGE 

FILE  ROOM 

6.5    DISTRICT  ATTORNEY 

DISTRICT  ATTORNEY'S  OFFICE 
Coatroom  &  washroom 

SECRETARY 

Adjacent  to  reception  &  office 

RECEPTION 

Entry  from  public  corridor 

CHIEF  ASSISTANT 
Adjoining  D.A.'s  office 

CONFERENCE  ROOMS 


200  sq.ft. 
+  conference 

200  sq.ft. 
+  conference 

(400  sq.ft.) 


100  sq.ft. 

14  sq.ft. 
per  officer 


300 

sq 

.ft. 

(150 

sq. 

it.) 

300 

sq 

.ft. 

250 

sq 

.ft. 

250 

sq. 

,ft. 

eocl" 

1 

ASSISTANT  D.A.'S  OFFICES 

WORK  SUPPLY  -  STORAGE 

STENOGRAPHERS 

2  stenos  per  3  attorneys 


180  sq.ft. 

100  sq.ft. 

100  sq.ft. 
each 


CLERKS  &  FILES 

6.6  DEPARTMENTS  -  GENERAL 

A  general  department,   concerning  itself  with  administra- 
tive work  only,  should  be  allotted  100  to  150  sq.ft.  per 
person  working  within  the  department,  depending  upon  the 
nature  of  the  work. 

This  space  allocation  will  accommodate  offices  for  senior 
personnel,  open  work  space  for  stenographers  and  clerks, 
reception  area  for  the  public,  a  normal  amount  of  space 
for  supplies,   storage  and  files,  and  the  necessary  internal 
circulation  space. 

6.7  LIBRARIES 

In  library  planning,   the  following  standards  are  generally 
accepted  to  apply: 

Staff  area,   per  person  150  sq.ft. 

Reader  area,   per  person  30  sq.ft. 

Book  storage,   per  thousand  100  sq.ft. 

General  circulation  area  equal  to  about  20  per  cent  of  the 
established  net  area  should  be  added  after  the  standards 
above  have  been  applied. 
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6.8    PUBLIC  &  STAFF  FACILITIES 

Facilities  for  the  general  public  who  visit  the  building  and 
for  the  court  and  departmental  staff  who  work  in  the  build- 
ing fall  into  several  general  categories:    circulation  space; 
horizontal  and  vertical.     Washroom  and  restroom  facilities 
conveniently  located,   coatroom  and  parcel  checking 
facilities,    "coffee  bar"  and  full  meal  facilities. 

The  City  of  Boston  Building  By-law  defines  the  precise  size 
of  the  circulation  spaces  required  for  emergency  escape, 
and  the  number  of  washroom  units  necessary  to  serve  the 
public  and  departmental  staff.     These  determinations  will 
be  made  during  the  design  of  the  building. 

In  general,   however,   the  following  standards  can  be 
employed  for  general  planning  purposes: 

-  circulation  spaces;  as  a  percentage 

of  the  net  usable  area  20% 

-  washroom  and  restroom  facilities,  2% 
as  a  percentage  of  the  net  usable  area 

-  cafeteria  facilities,  area  of  dining  room,  17  sq.ft. 
kitchen  &  storage,   per  dining  seat 


6.9    PARKING  FACILITIES 


The  usual  standard  employed  in  the  design  of  underground 
parking  garages  Is  to  allow  350  sq.ft.  or  gross  area  for 
each  automobile  to  be  housed. 
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PART  7.0 

STATISTICAL  STUDIES  &  PROJECTIONS 


7.1    POPULATION 

Population  statistics  for  Suffolk  County  over  the  past  years 
are  presented  herewith  in  Table  7. 1.  A. 

A  number  of  other  courthouse  studies  have  employed  rising 
population  trends  as  a  basis  for  projection  of  future  increased 
courthouse  needs,  hence  these  figures  have  been  included 
herein. 

However,   it  can  be  seen  from  these  statistics  that  the 
population  of  Suffolk  County  has  been  in  fact  decreasing 
at  a  rote  of  approximately  1 .5  per  cent  per  annum  over  the 
past  15  years. 

With  a  descending  population  in  the  County,  the  usage  of  the 
Suffolk  County  courthouses  has  been  increasing  as  will  be 
shown  in  the  case  load  statistics. 

Population  figures  are  indicative  of  residents,   but  cannot 
truly  reflect  courthouse  users.    This  is  because  the  Suffolk 
County  courthouses  serves  both  the  entire  Commonwealth  in 
many  instances,  and  also  serves  a  large  "floating"  population 
of  citizens  who  use  the  City  of  Boston  but  do  not  reside  in 
the  County.     In  addition,   plaintiffs  and/or  counsel  will  opt 
to  have  their  cases  heard  in  the  Suffolk  County  courthouses 
for  a  variety  of  different  reasons. 

The  rapid  rate  or  urban  re-development  within  the  heart  of 
the  City  of  Boston  may  well  result  in  a  reversal  of  the  cur- 
rent population  trend,  and  hence  the  county  population  may 
start  to  rise  once  again. 


Regardless  of  this  fact,   it  is  believe  that  no  substantial 
change  in  the  size  of  the  county  population  served  by 
these  courthouses  will  take  place  in  the  next  thirty  years 
unless  the  county  jurisdiction  is  drastically  altered. 

For  these  reasons  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  project 
population  figures  into  the  future,  and  this  report  will 
make  no  further  use  of  population  statistics  in  the  devel- 
opment of  projections  of  future  need,   but  will  rather  base 
itself  upon  other  known  factors. 

TABLE  7. 1. A 

SUFFOLK  COUNTY  POPULATION 

1950  (federal  census)  897,000 

1955  (state  census)  820,000 

I960  (federal  census)  791,000 

1965  (state  census)  706,000 

7.2       CASE  LOADS 

7.2,1    GENERAL 

The  use  of  existing  case  load  statistics  in  the  past: to  jxoject 
a  case  load  trend  in  the  future  is  an  accepted  method  of 
determined  future  courtroom  needs. 

This  Article  will  employ  this  method  in  the  separate  cases  of 
each  of  the  six  courts,  and  will  draw  conclusions  as  to  the 
number  of  courtrooms  needed  by  each  in  the  future. 


It  is  important  to  remember  that  the  conclusions  drawn  in 
these  Articles  concern  the  number  of  courtrooms  only,  and 
do  not  refer  to  increasing  needs  for  ancillary  spaces  to 
serve  courtrooms  and  increasing  needs  for  administrative 
space . 

7.2.2   SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT 

The  case  load  statistics  shown  in  Table  7. 2. 2. A  for  the 
past  ten  years,    indicate  a  very  minor  rate  of  increase  each 
year  in  the  Full  Bench  Session,   but  a  substantial  rate  of 
increase  in  the  Single  Justice  Session. 

The  disposal  rote  in  both  Sessions  has  kept  pace  with  the 
case  load,   hence  no  backlogs  exist.    This  case  load  is 
currently  being  dealt  with  in  one  courtroom  serving  the 
Full  Bench  Session  and  one  courtroom  for  the  Single 
Justice  Session. 

Projecting  these  statistical  trends  into  the  future,  figures 
indicate  that  while  no  additional  courtroom  facilities 
appear  necessary  for  the  Full  Bench  Session,  one  additional 
courtroom  is  needed  for  the  Single  Justice  Session  making  a 
total  of  three  available  courtrooms.    These  projections  are 
shown  in  Tables  7. 2. 2. B  and  7.2.2.C. 

The  report  therefore  recommends  that  a  total  of  three  court- 
rooms for  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  be   included  in  an 
enlarged  courthouse  facilityT  ~~ 


7.2.3    SUPERIOR  COURT 


The  case  load  statistics  shown  in  Table  7. 2. 3. A  and 

Table  7.2.3. B  for  the  past  ten  years  indicate  the  following: 
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-  In  civil  matters,  the  entry  rate  is  decreasing  by  less 
than  one  per  cent  per  year,  while  the  disposal  rate  is 
decreasing  by  almost  two  per  cent  per  year. 

-  In  criminal  matters,   the  entry  rate  is  increasing  by  two 
per  cent  per  year  while  the  disposal  rate  is  increasing 
by  about  one  per  cent  per  year. 

The  disparity  between  these  entry  and  disposal  rates  has 
resulted  in  an  80  per  cent  increase  in  the  number  of  cases 
awaiting  trial  in  the  civil  courts  over  the  past  ten  years, 
and  a  100  per  cent  increase  in  the  backlog  of  criminal 
cases  for  the  same  period. 

The  existing  18  courtrooms  currently  available  for  use  by 
the  Superior  Court    are  employed  both  for  civil  and 
criminal  matters  as  the  need  arises.    Therefore  for  the 
purposes  of  projections  into  the  future,  the  statistics  for 
civil  and  criminal  matters  will  be  combined. 

Table  7.2.3.C  shows  these  projections,  and  indicates  that 
if  no  additional  courtrooms  are  made  available,  the  combined 
backlog  in  civil  and  criminal  matters  will  almost  double  by 
the  year  1980  and  will  increase  6  fold  by  the  turn  of  the 
century. 

The  enlarged  single  justice  session  of  the  Supreme  Judicial 
Court  recommended  in  Article  7.2.2  would  create  an  increase 
in  the  number  of  cases  remanded  to  the  Superior  Court.    The 
number  of  appeals  to  this  court  from  the  enlarged  Juvenile 
Court  recommended  in  Article  7.2.7  would  also  increase. 
While  these  increases  cannot  be  predicted  statistically,  they 
will  tend  to  increase  the  figures  shown  in  Table  7.2.3. C. 

Backlogs  presently  existing  must  not  only  be  prevented 
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from  increasing,  but  must  be  reduced  or  eliminated.  Studies 
show  that  in  1976  the  backlog  could  be  eliminated  in  I  year 
with  12  additional  courtrooms,  in  5  years  with  7  extra  rooms, 
and  in  ten  years  with  4  additional  courtrooms.  The  ten  year 
period  has  been  assumed  to  be  the  longest  acceptable  period 
for  backlog  elimination,   hence  has  been  used  in  this  study. 

Table  7.2.3. E   shows  that  with  a  total  of  22  courtrooms  being 
available  starting  in  1976,  and  assuming  that  the  disposal 
rate  per  year  per  courtroom  follows  the  descending  pattern 
shown  in  Table  7.2.3.D,  all  backlogs  con  be  eliminated  by 
1986  AD  but  will  begin  to  build  again  by  the  year  2000  AD. 

This  report  therefore  therefore  recommends  that  a  minimum  of 
22  courtrooms  be  included  in  the  enlarged  courthouse  complex 
for  the  Superior  Court,  and  if  a  more  rapid  backlog  elimination 
is  desired,   that  up  to  25  courtrooms  be  included. 

in  the  remainder  of  this  report,   the  lesser  total  will  be  used, 
but  the  Gross  Building  Area  Summary  in  Table  7. 5. 9.  B  will 
include  a  contingency  amount  for  up  to  5  extra  courtrooms  for 
this  Court. 

7.2.4    LAND  COURT 

The  case  load  statistics  for  this  court  over  the  past  ten  years 
are  shown  in  Table  7. 2. 4. A. 

The  number  of  cases  entered  has  shown  a  very  slight  trend 
upward.     Circumstances  indicate  that  this  stable  condition 
will  probably  continue  into  the  future. 


The  disposal  rate  in  the  Land  Court  is  presently  keeping 
pace  with  the  number  of  cases  entered  and  no  backlog 
exists,  and  Is  dealt  with  In  two  courtrooms. 

Projections  of  the  case  load  after  the  year  1980  are  very 
difficult  due  to  the  very  specialized  work  of  this  court  and 
the  lack  of  any  consistent  trend  in  the  past  ten  years. 

It  is  the  recommendation  of  this  report  that  the  current 
number  of  two  courtrooms  be  provided  for  the  Land  Court 
in  a  future  courthouse  complex. 

7.2.5    PROBATE  COURT 

The  number  of  original  entries  including  divorce  for  the 
past  ten  years  has  remained  quite  stable  as  shown  in  Table 
7. 2. 5. A.     The  large  increase  in  the  statistics  between  the 
years  1963  and  1964  was  not  due  to  a  large  increase  in  the 
workload,   but  rather  to  a  new  improved  method  for  the 
reporting  on  the  work  done  by  this  court  which  was  devised 
at  that  time.     This  large  Increase  In  the  number  of  original 
entries  was  due  to  the  filing  of  accounts  as  original  entries 
for  the  first  time  . 

The  work  of  the  Probate  Court  is  closely  tied  to  the  popula- 
tion figures.    With  a  falling  population  in  Suffolk  County  a 
substantial  increase  In  the  case  load  of  the  Probate  Court 
for  Suffolk  County  is  unlikely. 

The  Probate  Court  currently  utilizes  three  courtrooms. 
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As  was  the  case  for  the  Land  Court,   projections  of  the  case 
load  in  the  Probate  Court  after  the  year  1980  are  very 
difficult.    Major  reversals  of  population  trends  due  to 
urban  redevelopment  could  result  in  a  substantial  increase 
in  the  work  load  of  the  Probate  Court. 

Nonetheless,   this  report  concludes  that  the  existing  number 
of  three  courtrooms  be  provided  for  the  Probate  Court  in  any 
new  enlarged  courthouse  facility. 

7.2.6    BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  COURT 

The  case  load  statistics  shown  in  Tables  7. 2. 6. A  and 
7,2.6.  B  for  the  past  decade  indicate  the  following: 

-  In  civil  matters,   the  entry  rate  is  increasing  by  about 
1 .5  per  cent  yearly.    The  number  of  cases  tried  each 
year,  about  twelve  per  cent  of  the  annual  entries, 
has  remained  virtually  constant  over  the  period. 

-  In  criminal  matters,   the  number  of  complaints  granted 
by  the  court  including  parking  and  automobile  violations 
has  increased  by  33  per  cent  annually,   but  the  annual 
number  of  complaints  excluding  parking  and  auto 
violations  has  remained  virtually  constant.    The  disposal 
rate  of  this  court,   including  parking  and  auto  violations, 
has  increased  by  about  30  per  cent  annually. 

On  both  the  civil  and  criminal  sides  of  this  court,  a  sub- 
stantial and  growing  number  of  cases  are  awaiting  settle- 
ment,  but  cannot  be  expedited  by  the  efforts  of  the  court. 
The  court  is  dealing  with  all  cases  brought  before  it. 


The  fact  that  the  actual  courtroom  case  load  is  virtually 
constant  in  this  court  makes  a  statistical  projection  into 
the  future  unwarranted.  On  the  other  hand,  the  unique 
nature  of  the  business  of  this  court,  and  the  significant 
increases  in  parking  and  auto  violations  and  un-pursued 
civil  cases  indicates  that  a  substantial  increase  in  the 
administrative  areas  of  this  court  is  warranted. 

It  is  the  recommendation  of  this  report  that  the  current 
number  of  ten  courtrooms  needed  by  the  Boston  Municipal 
Court  be  provided  in  the  future  courthouse  complex. 

7.2,7    BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT 

The  cose  load  statistics  shown  in  Table  7. 2. 7. A  for  this 
court  over  the  past  decade  indicate  that  the  number  of 
complaints  has  been  growing  at  an  average  rate  of  18  per 
cent  per  year. 

The  number  of  judicial  determinations,  all  matters  concern- 
ing all  cases  that  are  brought  before  the  Justice  of  the  Court 
for  decision,   has  shown  an  equally  impressive  average  growth 
rote. 

The  Juvenile  Court  presently  handles  all  the  complaints 
brought  before  it,   but  if  the  growth  rate  of  the  case  load 
continues  unabated  and  no  additional  facilites  are  provided, 
substantial  backlogs  will  inevitably  develop. 

The  Boston  Juvenile  Court  currently  has  two  courtrooms  at 
its  disposal,  and  is  disposing  of  about  5,000  judicial  deter- 
minations per  room  per  year  in  1969, 
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Table  7.2.7.  B  shows  the  projected  complaint  and  judicial 
determination  figures  based  upon  statistical  analysis  for 
the  past  ten  years,     if  additional  courtrooms  facilities  are 
not  mode  available  by  the  year  1980  the  number  of  complaints 
and  judicial  determinations  will  have  doubled   and  by  the 
year  2000  they  have  have  quadrupled. 

To  handle  this  increasing  case  load,   it  is  evident  that 
additional  courtrooms  will  be  needed.    On  the  assumption 
that  the  1969  disposal  rate  can  be  maintained  into  the 
future.  Table  7.2.7.  B  shows  that  an  addition  of  seven 
courtrooms  by  1976  will  enable  this  court  to  maintain 
proper  service  until  the  turn  of  the  century. 

This  report  recommends  that  a  total  of  nine  courtrooms  be 
provided  for  the  Boston  Juvenile  Court  in  the  expanded 
courthouse  complex. 

7.3       PERSONNEL 

7.3.1    GENERAL 


absolutely  accurate,   but  rather  to  be  very  close  approx- 
imations of  fact. 

Difficulty  was  encountered  in  obtaining  statistics  on  the 
number  of  court  personnel  employed  over  the  past  decade, 
and  time  did  not  permit  a  detailed  study  of  the  Common- 
wealth employment  records  for  these  facts. 

Heads  of  departments  were  questioned  as  to  the  percentage 
growth  of  their  organizations  over  the  fxist  ten  years,  and 
these  percentages  are  employed  in  the  development  of 
future  personnel  population  projections. 

The  figures  for  projected  future  personnel  population  do  not 
include  for  the  additional  Jail  personnel  which  would  be 
included  in  the  building  if  the  recommendation  given  in 
Article  5.3.2  regarding  the  Charles  Street  Jail  relocation 
is  implemented.     In  addition,  the  personnel  increase  which 
would  result  from  the  inclusion  of  parking  and  meal  facilities, 
as  recommended  in  Article  5.5.6,   have  not  been  calculated 
due  to  their  minor  nature. 


A  survey  was  made  of  all  courts  and  departments  within 
the  courthouse  complex  to  determine  the  number  of  person- 
nel employed  or  engaged  in  the  buildings.     In  general, 
part-time  staff  were  included  in  these  figuras,  since  such 
staff  contribute  to  the  maximum  load  of  food,  washroom  and 
parking  facilities  almost  as  much  as  full-time  staff. 


On  the  other  hand,   personnel  increases  resulting  from  changes 
in  courtroom  procedures  and  facilities,  as  foreseen  in  the 
recommendations  in  Article  5.7.7,   have  been  included 
based  on  current  knowledge. 

7.3.2    COURTS 


The  statistics  received  should  not  be  considered  to  be 


Table  7. 3. 2, A  indicates  that  a  total  of  almost  589  persons 


are  engaged  directly  in  the  work  of  the  courts  and  the 
related  Clerks'  offices. 

It  also  shows  that  with  the  presumed  general  rate  of 
increase  plus  the  increase  in  court  personnel  due  to  the 
proposed  increase  in  courtrooms  indicated  in  Article  7.2, 
the  personnel  population  will  be  about  780  in  1980  and 
approximately  850  in  the  year  2000. 

7.3.3  OTHER  FACILITIES 

In  Table  7. 3. 3. A,   it  is  shown  that  at  present  a  total  of 
539  persons  are  employed  in  departmental  activities. 
This  figure  includes  approximately  130  maintenance 
personnel  who  are  in  the  building  only  during  "non- 
business" hours. 

This  table  also  indicates  that  with  the  presumed  rate  of 
increase,  the  total  of  the  departmental  staff  will   app-ox- 
imate  667  in  1980  and  780  at  the   turn  of  the  century. 

7.3.4  PARKING  NEEDS 


A  study  of  the  detail  figures  regarding  courthouse 
personnel  indicates  that  at  present  approximately  50 
judges  use  the  buildings. 

Without  detailing  the  hierarchical  structure,   it  is  fair 
to  assume  that  a  similar  number  of  senior  staff  personnel 
currently  occupy  the  buildings. 
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If  parking  for  intermediate  staff  is  also  desired,  an  addi- 
tional 200  spaces  should  be  provided,   making  a  total 
staff  allocation  of  300  positions,  or  an  amount  equal  to 
about  30  per  cent  of  the  total  day-time  staff,  excluding 
maintenance  personnel,  who  use  the  building. 

Employing  this  percentage  factor  in  future  projections,  it 
is  evident  that  parking  for  about  390  cars  will  be  needed 
by  the  year  1980,  and  for  about  440  cars  in  the  year  2000. 

7.3.5   FOOD  FACILITY  NEEDS 

The  foregoing  tables  indicate  that  by  1980  AD  about  1,300 
persons  will  work  in  the  building  by  day,  and  that  this 
figure  will  rise  to  about  1,500  by  2000  AD, 

If  it  is  assumed  that  about  50  per  cent  of  these  will  want 
to  eat  their  noon-day  meal  in  the   building,  and  if  the 
usual  norm  of  3  sittings  per  meal  period  is  adopted,  about 
215  seats  in  a  cafeteria  should  be  provided  to  accommodate 
day-time  court  personnel  by  1980  and  about  280  seats  by 
the  turn  of  the  century. 

7.4      VISITOR  TRAFFIC 

7.4.1    GENERAL 


During  the  week  of  March  16  to  20,   1970,  a  census  was 
taken  by  each  of  the  courts  and  departments  in  the  court- 
houses of  the  number  of  members  of  the  publis  who  visited 
their  facility. 
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This  study  was  carried  out  to  determine  both  the  total 
visitor  population  which  is  needed  to  arrive  at  area 
needs  for  public  facilities,  and  to  determine  which  of 
the  courts  and  departments  are  most  heavily  visited 
and  hence  should  be  located  in  positions  in  a  new 
building  complex  so  as  to  be  most  convenient  for  the 
public. 

Since  no  statistics  are  available  regarding  visitor  traffic 
to  the  building  in  the  past,    it  is  impossible  to  employ 
statistical  methods  for  future  projections. 

Instead,  the  future  projections  included  are  based  upon 
the  comments  made  by  heads  of  departments  and  the 
anticipated  growth  in  both  departmental  space  and 
personnel  foreseen  in  this  report.     These  future  projections 
are  necessarily  therefore  approximate,   but  serve  as 
indicators  of  the  future  situation. 


As  was  the  case  for  the  projections  of  future  personnel 
populations  given  in  Article  7.3,  these  future  visitor 
traffic  projections  do  not  take  into  account  additions 
in  the  court  or  departmental  content  in  a  future  court- 
house complex  or  significant  changes  in  courthouse 
processes,  all  as  suggested  in  part  5.0,   nor  do  they 
include  additional  visitors  traffic  which  would  be 
generated  as  a  result  of  the  inclusion  of  the  Suffolk 
County  Jail  as  recommended  in  Article  5.4.2. 


7.4.2  COURTS 

The  figures  shown  in  Table  7. 4. 2. A  show  that  the  number 
of  daily  visitors  to  all  courts  and  the  Registry  of  Probate 
is  about  2,500,  with  1,000  of  these  visiting  the  Superior 
Courts  and  over  600  going  to  each  of  the   Boston  Municipal 
Court  and   the  Registry  of  Probate. 

This  table  also  indicates  that  this  total  figure  will  grow  to 
be  about  3,400  in  1980  and  3,600  in  2000.    The  proportion 
visiting  each  court  will  remain  more  or  less  the  same  except 
that  the  Superior  and  Juvenile  Courts  will  receive  a  greater 
proportion  of  visitors  in  line  with  their  anticipated  growth. 

This  study  also  indicates  that  since  the  Superior  and 
Municipal  courts  and  the  Registry  of  Probate  will  be  the 
most  heavily  visited,   they  should  be  located  close  to  the 
ground  level  entrances  of  an  enlarged  courthouse  complex 
so  as  to  reduce  traffic  on  the  circulation  system  of  cor- 
ridors and  elevators  within  the  building.    The  Juvenile 
Court  should  also  have  direct  access  from  the  outside, 
but  for  psychological  reasons. 

7.4.3  OTHER  FACILITIES 


Table  7. 4. 3. A  indicates  that  a  total  of  over  800  persons 
visit  the  various  departments  in  the  courthouse  during  a 
typical  day,  with  almost  300  going  to  each  of  the 
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Registry  of  Deeds  and  the  Social  Law  Library. 

Also  shown  in  this  table  is  the  fact  that  by  1980,  the 
number  of  persons  visiting  the  various  non-court  depart- 
ments will  total  almost  1, 100  and  will  exceed  1,200  by 
the  year  2000. 

The  preponderence  of  visitors  in  this  category  will 
probably  still    be  those  going  to  the  Registry  and  to  the 
Library  in  the  future.    Significant  changes  in  registra- 
tion procedures  could  alter  the  flow  to  the  registries, 
while  library  visits  by  the  judiciary,   the  legal  profession 
and  law  clerks  will  undoubtedly  continue  to  grow. 

For  these  reasons,   it  can  be  concluded  that  the  Registry 
of  Deeds  should  be  located  as  close  as  possible  to  the 
public  entrances,  to  relieve  the  load  on  the  building's 
circulation  system. 

Since  most  users  of  the  library  are  visiting  for  a  significant 
time  period,  and  since  ease  of  access  from  the  judges 
chambers  to  the  library  is  also  desirable,  the  library 
should  be  located  adjacent  to  both  the  courts  and  the 
public  entrances. 


adjacent  to  the  present  courthouses,  the  provision  of  some 
short-term  parking  on  the  site  for  members  of  the  public 
and  the  legal  profession  should  be  considered,   to  facilitate 
the  frequent  short  visits  which  are  made  to  the  courthouse. 

It  would  be  reasonable  to  assume  the  provision  of  parking 
positions  in  a  new  facility  representing  ten  per  cent  of 
the  current  number  of  daily  visitors. 

Tables  7. 4. 2. A  and  7. 4. 3. A  show  that  the  total  number 
of  daily  visitors  to  the  building  will  grow  to  be  about 
4,500  persons  in  AD  1980  and  4,800  in  AD  2000. 

If  this  percentage  factor  is  again  employed,   it  shows  that 
parking  for  450  visitor  cars  should  be  provided  for  the 
year  1980  and  space  for  480  visitor  cars  should  be 
available  by  the  year  2000. 

7.4.5    FOOD  FACILITY  NEEDS 

The  previously  noted  tables  indicate  that  by  the  year  1980, 
about  4,500  members  of  the  public  will  visit  the  courthouse 
facility  daily,  and  by  the  year  2000,  4,800  people  will 
visit. 


7.4.4    PARKING  NEEDS 

Of  the  3,000  or  more  persons  who  currently  visit  the 
courthouses  each  day,  a  percentage  of  them  arrive  by 
car.    While  a  large  new  city  garage  will  soon  exist 


Some  of  these  will  be  at  the  court  for  a  sustained  period, 
hence  will  wish  to  eat  a  proper  noon-day  meal. 

It  would  be  reasonable  to  assume  that  10  per  cent  of  these 
visitors  will  wish  to  do  so.     If  the  norm  of  3  sittings  per 
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meal  period  is  used,  it  shows  that  about  117  sects  should 
be  provided  in  a  cafeteria  for  the  public  by  1980  and  by 
the  year  2000,   160  seats  will  be  needed. 

1.5       AREAS 

7.5.1    GENERAL 

The  purpose  of  this  Article  will  be  to  declare  and  tabu- 
late the  building  areas  necessary  to  house  the  operations 
of  this  courthouse  facility,   both  now  and  in  the  future. 

The  actual  existing  areas  currently  being  occupied  by  each 
court  and  department  currently  using  the  buildings  are  also 
tabulated  herein,  so  that  the  actual  condition  of  over- 
crowding can  be  readily  compared  to  the  hypothetical 
optimum  condition  which  should  exist  today. 

In  deriving  the  projected  areas  shown  for  the  optimum 
1970  situation  and  the  future  needs,  use  has  been  made 
of  the  Design  Standards  detailed  in  Part  6.0,   the  court- 
room needs  derived  in  Article  7.2,  the  personnel 
projections  developed  in  Article  7.3  and  to  a  lesser 
extent  the  visitor  traffic  projections  derived  in  Article  7.4. 

In  addition,  extra  area  to  house  enlarged  ancillary  facili- 
ties to  courtrooms  resulting  from  anticipated  changes  in 
courtroom  procedure  have  been  included,  as  recommended 
in  Article  5.7 .7 . 


Areas  necessary  for  the  following  extra  facilities  not  cur- 
rently within  the  courthouse  facility  have  been  included 
in  these  projections  as  recommended  earlier  in  this  report: 

-  Suffolk  County  Jail  -Article  5.3.2 

-  Massachusetts  Defenders  Committee 
(conference  facilities)  -Article  5.5.6 

-  Boston  Legal  Aid  Society 
(conference  facilities)  -Article  5.5.6 

-  Food  Facilities  -Article  5.5.6 

-  Parking  Facilities  -Article  5.5.6. 

7.5.2    COURTS 

The  series  of  tables  numbered  7. 5. 2. A  to  7.5.2.U  show 
the  development  of  area  requirements  for  each  court 
giving  a  proposed  optimum  size  for  1970  and  a  projected 
size  for  1980  and  2000. 

Table  7. 5. 9, A  summarizes  these  statistics.    This  summary 
shows  the  extent  of  current  overcrowding  by  indicating 
that  court  facilities  which  currently  occupy  about  301, 160 
sq.ft.  should  be  operating   in  an  area  of  approximately 
408,670  sq.ft.  today  in  an  optimum  situation. 

Including  for  the  addition  of  new  courtroom  facilities  in 
1975,  as  developed  in  Article  7.2,  and  for  natural  growth 
as  developed  in  Article  7.3,   this  summary  table  also 
shows  that  by  1980,  an  area  of  about  478,  940  sq  .ft.  would 
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be  needed  for  these  facilities,  and  approximately  491,270 
sq.ft.  of  area  would  be  necessary  to  adequately  house  them 
in  the  year  2000. 

7.5.3    OTHER  FACILITIES 

Tables  7. 5. 3. A  to  7.5.3. D  indicate  the  anticipated 
growth  in  area  which  will  be  required  by  the  various 
ancillary  departments  of  the  courthouse,  and  show  the 
proposed  optimum  situation  for  1970  and  the  projected 
size  for  1980  and  the  end  of  the  century. 

Statistical  development  tables  are  not  included  for  the 
Registry  of  Deeds,  the  Suffolk  County  Courthouse  Com- 
mission, the  City  Jail  and  the  Press  Facilities.    The 
anticipated  growth  rate  of  these  three  facilities  is  so 
marginal  that  minor  area  increases  have  simply  been 
assumed . 

Table  7. 5. 9. A  summarizes  these  statistics,   showing  once 
again  the  extent  of  present  overcrowding  by  indicating 
that  these  departments  currently  occupying  about  115,840 
sq.ft.  should  in  an  optimum  situation  be  housed  in  on 
area  of  about  134,960  sq.ft. 

Taking  into  account  the  growth  of  these  departments  and 
facilities  which  would  be  brought  about  by  the  addition 
of  extra  courtroom  facilities  in  1975  and  their  known 
natural  growth  rates,  the  table  also  shows  that  the  total 
areas  required  by  these  other  facilities  would  be  approx- 
imately 160,390  sq.ft.  in  1980  and  about  191,540  sq.ft. 
at  the  turn  of  the  century. 


7.5.4  SUFFOLK  COUNTY  JAIL 

In  Article  5.3.2  it  was  recommended  that  this  enlarged 
courthouse  complex  include  jail  facilities  to  replace 
those  at  the  Charles  Street  Jail,  and  in  Article  5.3.1  it 
was  stated  that  a  B.R.A.  report  recommended  that  this 
facility  comprise  60,000  sq.ft.  of  indoor  area  and  40,000 
sq.ft.  of  outdoor  area.    These  figures  are  included  in 
Summary  Table  7. 5. 9. A. 

7.5.5  CITY  PRISON 

In  Article  5.4.2  it  was  recommended  that  the  present 
City  Jail  facilities  be  included  within  the  Suffolk  County 
Jail  if  the  latter  became  part  of  an  enlarged  courthouse 
complex. 

The  existing  area  of  25,000  sq.ft.  for  this  facility  has 
been  included  unchanged  in  the  Summary  Table  7.5.9  .A. 

7.5.6  MISCELLANEOUS  NEW  FACILITIES 

Minor  conference  spaces  for  both  the  Massachusetts 
Defenders  Committee  and  the    Boston  Legal  Aid  Society 
have  been  recommended  in  Article  5.5.6,  hence  an  area 
equal  to  1,000  sq.ft.  has  been  included  in  Summary  Table 
7. 5. 9. A  for  these  institutions. 

7.5.7  PARKING  NEEDS 

Article  5.5.6  recommended  the  inclusion  of  parking 
facilities  within  an  enlarged  courthouse  complex,  and 
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Articles  7.3.4  and  7.4.4  indicated  that  a  total  of  840 
parking  positions  would  be  required  to  satisfy  the  needs 
of  staff  and  visitors  by  the  year  1980,  and  920  positions 
by  the  year  2000 . 

Assuming  the  norm  of  350  sq.ft.  per  car  given  in  Article 
6.9,  a  parking  facility  of  about  295,000  sq.ft.  in  area 
is  needed  for  1980  AD  and  one  of  320,000  sq.ft.  by  2000 
AD.  These  areas  are  included  in  Summary  Table  7. 5. 9. A. 

7.5.8    FOOD  FACILITY  NEEDS 

Article  5.5.6  recommended  that  facilities  for  food  service 
be  provided  in  any  new  enlarged  courthouse  facility  while 
Article  7.3.5  and  Article  7.4.5  showed  a  cafeteria  sitting 
about  330  persons  would  be  needed  to  accommodate  staff 
and  visitors  by  1980,  and  one  sitting  440  people  by  the 
turn  of  the  century. 

Employing  the  norm  of  17  sq.ft.  per  seat  given  in  Article 
6.8,   it  is  seen  that  a  cafeteria  equalling  5,600  sq.ft. 
will  be  required  in  1980,  and  one  totalling  7,500  sq.ft. 
in  2000. 


Assuming,   in  addition  about  5  snack  bars  in  the  enlarged 
facility  of  about  100  sq.ft.  each,   it  is  evident  that  a 
total  of  about  6, 100  sq.ft.  will  be  needed  for  all  food 
facilities  within  the  enlarged  courthouse  facility  in  1980, 
and  about  8,000  sq.ft.  in  the  year  2000.  These  areas  are 
included  in  Summary  Table  7. 5. 9. A. 


7.5.9   SU^\MARY  &  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary  Table  7.5. 9. A  indicates  that  to  properly  serve 
the  enlarged  courts  and  departments,  and  to  include  a  new 
Suffolk  County  jail  facility  and  eating  and  miscellaneous 
facilities,  all  as  recommended,  a  total  net  usable  area  of 
about  706,500  sq.ft.  will  be  required  by  1980.    This  net 
usable  area  need  will  increase  to  about  751,800  sq.ft.  by 
the  year  2000,  representing  an  increase  during  the  20  year 
period  of  under  6.5  per  cent. 

It  would  appear  illogical  to  develop  enlarged  facilities  by 
1975  which  would  be  filled  to  capacity  five  years  later  in 
1980.    Since  the  anticipated  percentage  increase  between 
the  years  1980  and  2000  is  relatively  small,   it  would  appear 
logical  to  immediately  develop  the  larger  facility  of 
751,800  sq.ft.  of  net  usable  area. 

The  Report  therefore  recommends  the  development  by  1975 
of  an  enlarged  courthouse  complex  large  enough  to  serve 
the  shown  needs  until  the  end  of  the  century. 


In  order  to  develop  this  net  usable  area  need  into  a  gross 
building  area  need,  certain  further  area  additions  need  be 
made  or  are  recommended.    These  are  shown  in  Table  7.5.9. 
as  follows: 


Table  7. 5. 9. B 


Projected  Gross  Building  Area  Summary 

-  Net  usable  area 

-  3%  Public  coat  space  allowance 

-  10%  Public  circulation  allowance 

-  2%  Wall  thickness  allowance 

SUB-TOTAL 

-  7%  Mechanical  area  allowance 

TOTAL 


751,800  sq.ft. 
22,600  sq.ft. 
75,000  sq.ft. 
15,000  sq.ft. 
864,600  sq.ft. 
60,500  sq.ft. 
925, 100  sq.ft. 

-    Superior  Court  Courtroom  Contingency  (5)     24,900  sq.ft. 
GRAND  TOTAL  950,000  sq.ft. 

This  Report  therefore  recommends  that  in  order  to  accom- 
modc!te  the  needs  of  the  present  Suffolk  County  courthouse 
facilities,  with  the  added  facilities  recommended,   until 
the  year  2000,  the  following  gross  building  areas  would  be 
required: 


BUILDING 

GAPxAGE 

OUTDOOR  PRISON  AREA 


950,000  sq.ft. 

320,000  sq.ft. 

40,000  sq.ft. 


It  should  be  again  stressed  that  the  building  area  shown 
above  does  not  include  for  the  exclusion  of  any  courts  or 
departments  presently  housed  in  the  complex,  the  inclusion 
of  any  new  courts  not  now  housed  in  the  complex,   nor  for 
any  drastic  changes  in  court  procedure  which  might  be 
brought  about  by  pending  or  future  changes  in  substantive 
law. 
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7.6      ANNUAL  COSTS 
7.6.1    GENERAL 

Part  of  this  report  involved  the  study  of  the  records  of 
operating  costs  over  the  past  decade  of  the  various  courts 
and  departments  within  the  courthouse  complex  as  well  as 
the  operating  and  maintenance  costs  of  the  building  them- 
selves. 

In  the  case  of  the  costs  attributable  to  the  buildings,   the 
value  of  renovations,  repair  and  rehabilitation  is  included, 
as  well  as  fuel  and  electrical  costs. 

In  all  cases,   the  costs  shown  are  gross  expenditures,  and 
do  not  reflect  income  gained  in  the  operations  of  certain 
courts,   nor  grants  received  from  the  City  of  Boston,  the 
Telephone  Commission  or  other  public  or  private  sources. 

No  account  has  been  taken  in  these  cost  projections  of  the 
inflationary  upward  trend  of  costs,  due  to  the  unpredictable 
status  of  this  question  at  this  time. 


Personnel  costs  attributable  to  the  Sheriff's  Department  are 
not  shown  in  this  study,  since  it  is  understood  that  no  net 
charges  against  the  County  occur  as  a  result  of  the  oper- 
ations of  this  department. 
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7.6.2    SUMMARY 

Table  7 .6.2. A  shows  that  the  cost  of  operating  all 
courts  and  departments  has  risen  in  the  past  decade 
from  $3,441,021.00  to  $4,881,379.00.     It  also  shows 
that  the  cost  of  operations  and  maintenance  attributable 
to  the  physical  facilities  has  risen  from  $478,042.00  to 
$1,211,832.24  over  the  same  period,  an  increase  of 
about  150  per  cent. 

Table  7.6.2. B  shows  that  the  unit  operations  and 
maintenance  cost  per  net  usable  square  foot  of  the 
existing  courthouses  was  approximately  $2.90  per 
sq.ft.  during  the  1968-69  fiscal  period.    On  the  other 
hand,  analysis  of  the  Building  Owners  and  Managers 
Association  International  Report  for  1968  shows  that 
for  a  building  of  this  size  in  Boston,  the  unit  cost  for 
operations,  renovations  and  insurance  should  have 
been  about  $2.20  per  sq.  ft.  of  "total  rentable" 
space  in  1968.    Thus  we  see  that  a  premium  of  about 
70  </  per  sq.ft.  per  year  is  being  paid  to  properly 
operate  and  maintain  these  obsolete  buildings  in 
comparison  to  average  rental  facilities. 

Table  7. 6. 2. A  also  projects  all  operating  expenditures 
into  the  future,  showing  that  the  court  and  departmental 
annual  costs  will  rise  to  approximately  $8,500,000,00 
in  2000  AD,  reflecting  the  increase  in  court  facilities 
and  personnel. 


In  addition,  this  table  shows  a  projected  operations 
and  maintenance  cost  for  the   buildings  of  about 
$2,100,000.00  in  2000  AD „ 

In  these  projections,   the  cost  figures  shown  for  AD  2000 
are  based  upon  the  gross  areas  developed  in  Article  7.5.9 
of  a  building  suitable  for  the  year  2000,  and  have  employed 
the  lower  maintenance  unit  cost  noted  earlier  in  this 
Article. 


39 


8.1    RECAPITULATION 

The  body  of  this  report  up  to  this  point  has  attempted  to 
describe  the  status  of  the  courthouse  facilities  as  they 
exist  today,  and  as  they  will  ideally  need  to  exist  by 
1975  so  as  to  adequately  serve  the  administration  of 
Justice  up  until  the  turn  of  the  century. 

In  more  specific  terms,   the  report  has  attempted  to  show 
the  following: 

-  the  existing  site  is  ideally  suited  to  serve  all  court- 
house users. 

-  the  existing  buildings  are  woefully  inadequate  in  size 
and  qual  ity . 

-  decisions  are  necessary  regarding  the  recommendations 
made  herein  concerning  the  inclusion  of  new  functions 
and  the  exclusion  of  existing  functions  in  any  projected 
future  courthouse  facility. 

-  future  changes  in  legal  and  court  procedures  can  place 
new  demands  on  any  projected  future  courthouse 
facility. 

-  assuming  the  inclusion  and  exclusion  of  certain  functions 
as  recommended  herein,  and  assuming  no  significant 
future  change  in  procedures,  an  enlarged  courthouse 
facility  totalling  about  950,000  sq.ft.  of  gross  building 
area  will  satisfy  the  needs  until  the  year  2000. 


PART  8.0 
CONCLUSIONS 

8.2       IMPLEMENTATION 

8.2.1    GENERAL 

The  search  for  a  plan  to  initiate  a  scheme  to  satisfy  the 
stated  courthouse  needs  is  of  obvious  interest. 

Such  a  plan  involves  a  variety  of  factors.     The  most  important 
factors  are  the  total  costs  involved,   the  time  period  necessary 
to  implement  the  plan,   the  convenience  of  the  plan  for  the 
courts  and  County,  and  the  technical  practicality  of  the  plan. 

Table  8. 2. A  shows  comparative  costs  for  five  different  plans 
for  physical  implementation.     These  studies  are  based  on  the 
derived  areas  for  building  and  other  facilities  shown  in 
Article  7.5.9. 

These  five  different  plans    can  be   described  briefly  as  follows: 

PLAN  #1     -   approximately    $74,000,000 

Relocate  all  facilities  for  3  years,  demolish  both  existing 
courthouses,  erect  new  building  on  same  site  to  contain 
total  required  area  o 

PLAN  #2    -   approximately  $64,500,000 

Relocate  all  facilities  for  3  years,  demolish  "Old"  Courthouse, 
renovate  "New"  Courthouse,  erect  new  building  on  "Old" 
Courthouse  site  to  contain  remainder  of  required  area. 
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PLAN  #3    -   approximately  $66,500,000 

Relocate  all  facilities  for  3  years,  renovate  both  existing 
courthouses,  erect  new  building  on  newly-acquired 
adjacent  site  to  contain  remainder  of  required  area. 

PLAN  *'4    -   approximately  $70,500,000 

Relocate  facilities  in  "Old"  Courthouse  for  3  years, 
demolish  "Old"  Courthouse,  erect  new  building  on  "Old" 
Courthouse  site  to  contain  total  required  area,  renovate 
"New"  Courthouse  for  general  office  use,  sell  or  lease 
'New"  Courthouse. 

PLANTS    -   approximately  $54,500,000 

Acquire  adjacent  site,  erect  new  building  thereon  to  contain 
total  required  area,  dispose  of  existing  land  and  courthouses. 


In  these  studies,   it  has  been  assumed  that  the  basic  structural 
condition  of  both  the  "Old"  and  "New"  Courthouses  is 
adequate  enough  to  permit  consideration  of  the  successful 
implementation  of  major  renovations  to  either  of  these  buildings. 

It  has  also  been  assumed  that  the  present  site  of  the  "Old" 
Courthouse  is  adequate  in  area  to  receive  a  new  multi-storey 
building  of  up  to  950,000  sq.ft.  in  area  above  grade,  and  a 
garage  of  about  320,000  sq.ft.  in  area  below  grade. 


It  should  be  stressed  that  since  this  study  is  comparative  in 
nature,  certain  constant  cost  items  have  been  omitted  from 
the  totals,  and  the  costs  shown  for  temporary  relocation  are 
subject  to  substantial  variation  as  will  be  discussed  In  the 
next  Article. 

8.2.2   TEMPORARY  RELOCATION 

In  Table  8. 2. A,  Plans  I,  2,  3  and  4  each  include  amounts 
to  cover  the  cost  of  temporary  facilities  for  the  courts  and 
departments. 

These  figures  have  been  based  upon  the  assumption  that  all 
departments  and  courts  will  be  obligated  to  vacate  the  premises 
totally  during  any  renovation  or  reconstruction  operation  in  the 
buildings,   that  they  can  be  relocated  into  adjacent  buildings, 
that  remodelling  will  be  necessary  in  these  buildings  to  enable 
them  to  be   used  by  the  courts  and  departments,  and  that  normal 
rents  will  be  paid  to  the  owners  of  these  buildings  for  a  three- 
year  period. 

These  projected  costs  of  temporary  premises  would  be  substantial!) 
reduced  if  rent-free  space  were  available  or  if  it  were  possible 
to  phase  the  temporary  relocation  on  a  department-by-departmen1 
basis. 

It  must  therefore  be  emphasized  that  the  amounts  shown  in  this 
table  for  "Temporary  Premises"  cover  the  worst  possible  situations 
and  the  true  projected  value  of  temporary  relocation  could  be 
substantially  reduced  after  more  careful  study  of  specific  rent- 
able areas. 
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8.2.3   ASSESSMENT  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

-  Plan  *1  on  Table  8. 2 .A  is  the  most  expensive  of  the 
four  plans,  and  involves  the  demolition  of  the  "New" 
Courthouse.    Such  demolition  of  a  relatively  new  and 
fundamentally  sound  building  may  be  unwarranted. 

-  Plan  "2  is  the  second  least  expensive  of  the  plans. 
Should  temporary  relocation  costs  be  substantially 
reduced,   it  could  become  the  most  economical  of  the 
four  plans. 

-  Plan  '3  is  the  third  most  expensive  of  the  plans  and 
involves  the  acquisition  of  adjacent  land.    This  process 
could  prove  time-consuming.     Implementation  of  this 
plan  would  also  result  in  a  physical  fragmentation  of 
facilities.    Construction  of  the  recommended  garage 
would  be  difficult  if  this  plan  were  implemented. 

-  Plan  *4  is  the  second  most  expensive  of  the  plans. 
As  was  noted  for  Plan  ^3,  construction  of  the  recom- 
mended garage  would  be  difficult  if  this  plan  were 
implemented.    This  plan  would  be  more  convenient  to 
the  courts  than  the  previous  three,  since  temporary 
relocation  would  be  required  for  only  certain  of  the 
courts  and  departments.    This  plan  also  results  in  a 
potential  gain  through  the  creation  of  a  substantial 
office  facility  for  sale  or  rent. 


-    Plan  *^5  appears  to  be  the  most  economical  of  the  five 
plans.    However,   it  assumes  that  an  adequate  adjacent 
site  of  equal  convenience  con  be  acquired  and  that  ac- 
quisition of  this  new  site  with  the  accompanying  disposal 
of  the  present  site  and  buildings  would  involve  no  addi- 
tional expense.     Implementation  of  this  plan  could  prove 
to  be  a  lengthy  process.    This  plan  would  be  the  most 
convenient  for  the  courts,  since  no  temporary  relocation 
would  be  required. 

8.2.4   SUMMARY  &  RECOMMENDATIONS 

From  the  assessment  of  alternate  plans  given  in  Article  8.2.3, 
it  can  be  seen  that  Plan  *5  appears  to  be  the  most  economical. 
Of  the  four  remaining  plans.   Plan  *2  is  both  the  most  economic 
and  the  most  easily  implemented. 

This  Report  therefore  recommends  that  the  implementation  plan 
for  the  proposed  enlarged  courthouse  facility  follow  either  of 
the  following  two  courses,  depending  upon  the  results  of  a 
more  thorough  search  for  a  convenient  alternate  site: 

°)    Provide  the  total  areas  recommended  through  the  disposal 
of  the  present  facilities  and  the  construction  of  a  new 
building  on  a  new  site  adjacent  to  the  present  site 

OR  — — 

b)    Provide  the  total  areas  recommended  through  the  demolition 
of  the  "Old"  Courthouse,  the  renovation  of  the  "Nev/' 
Courthouse,  and  the  construction  of  a  new  building  on" the 
"Old"  Courthouse  site.  ~ 
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8,3    SUM/VIARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 

THE  EXISTING  SITE  IS  IDEALLY  SUITED  TO  THE  NEEDS 
OF  COURTHOUSE  USERS,  AND  ANY  ALTERNATE  SITE 
CHOSEN  SHOULD  BE  EQUALLY  CONVENIENT. 


PHYSICALLY,  AN  ENLARGED  COURTHOUSE  FACILITY 
COULD  BE   BEST  REALIZED  BY  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF 
A  TOTAL  NEW  FACILITY  ON  AN  ADJACENT  SITE. 
SHOULD  THIS  SCHEME  PROVE  UNFEASIBLE,  THE 
ENLARGED  FACILITY  SHOULD  BE  CONSTRUCTED  ON  THE 
PRESENT  SITE  THROUGH  THE  DEMOLITION  OF  THE  "OLD" 
COURTHOUSE. 


THE  EXISTING  BUILDINGS  ARE  INADEQUATE  IN  SIZE 
AND  QUALITY,  BUT  THEIR  CONDITION  IS  SUCH  TO 
PERMIT  CONSIDERATION  OF  EXTENSIVE  RENOVATIONS, 
ESPECIALLY  IN  THE  CASE  OF  THE  "NEW"  COURTHOUSE. 


PRIOR  TO  FINALIZING  THE  SIZE  OF  AN  ENLARGED 
COURTHOUSE  FACILITY  DECISIONS  MUST  BE  MADE 
REGARDING  THE  INCLUSION  OR  EXCLUSION  OF 
CERTAIN  COURTS,  DEPARTMENTS  AND  OTHER  FACILITIES, 


THE  OVERALL  COST  OF  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE 
ENLARGED  COURTHOUSE  FACILITY  PROPOSED  HEREIN 
SHOULD  BE  NOT  LESS  THAN  $60  MILLION  AND  NOT 
MORE  THAN  $80  MILLION,  DEPENDING  UPON  DECISIONS 
MADE  AND  ALTERNATIVES  SELECTED. 


STUDIES  AND  PROJECTIONS  OF  ALL  COURTS  AND 
DEPARTMENTS  INDICATE  THAT  THE  TOTAL  FACILITY 
SHOULD  BE  INCREASED  IN  SIZE  BY  MORE  THAN  60 
PER  CENT  AS  SOON  AS  POSSIBLE,  TO  ADEQUATELY 
SERVE  THE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  JUSTICE  UNTIL  THE 
TURN  OF  THE  CENTURY. 
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9.3   AUTHORSHIP 

This  report  has  been  completed  and  submitted  by 
Huza-Thibault-Borek  Incorporated,  an  organization  of 
professional  consultants  having  offices  in  Boston, 
Massachusetts  and  Montreal,  Canada. 

Preparation  of  the  report  has  been  supervised  by 
Messrs.   Peter  Dobush  and  R.  David  Bourke,  Architects; 
working  in  association  with  Huza-Thibault-Borek  Incorporated, 


Space  standards  and  planning  norms  were  derived 
from  the  standards  prescribed  for  United  States  Courts 
by  the  General  Services  Administration,  together 
with  certain  standard  architectural  and  engineering 
planning  texts. 
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COURTHOUSE 
STATE  HOUSE 


CHARLES  STREET  JAIL 


STATE  SERVICE  CENTER 
J.F.  KENNEDY  BUILDING 
BOSTON  CITY  HALL 


STATE  OFFICE  BUILDING 
CENTER  PLAZA 


SUBWAY  STATIONS 


TABLE  4. 
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SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT                         SUMMARY  OF  CASE  LOAD  STATISTICS                          TABLE  7. 2.2. A 

YEAR 

1959 

I960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

FULL  BENCH 
SESSION 

Case  Load 

293 

303 

314 

330 

273 

308 

318 

331 

320 

335 

306 

SINGLE  JUSTICE 
SESSION 

Cose  Load 

926 

937 

95! 

930 

1030 

i043 

1122 

127! 

1377 

1603 

1735 

Petitions  for 
Admission  to  Bar 

814 

805 

766 

768 

825 

828 

866 

952 

1086 

1255 

1372 

Net  Case  Load 

112 

132 

185 

162 

205 

215 

256 

319 

29! 

348 

363 
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SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT 

FULL  BENCH  SESSION                        FUTURE  CASE  LOAD  PROJECTIONS                                          TABLE  7. 2. 2. B 

YEAR 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

19// 

1978 

1979 

1980 

Projected 
Case  Load 

308 

310 

312 

314 

316 

318 

320 

322 

324 

326 

328 

YEAR 

198! 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

Projected 
Case  Load 

330 

332 

334 

336 

338 

340 

342 

344 

346 

348 

350 

YEAR 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

Projected 
Case  Load 

352 

354 

356 

358 

360 

362 

364 

366 

368 
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SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT 

SINGLE  JUSTICE  SESSION                  FUTURE  CASELOAD  PROJECTIONS                                         TABLE  7.2.2. C 

YEAR 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

Projected  Net 
Case  Load 

388 

413 

438 

463 

488 

513 

538 

563 

588 

613 

638 

YEAR 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

Projected  Net 
Case  Load 

663 

688 

713 

738 

763 

788 

813 

838 

863 

888 

913 

YEAR 

1992 

1^93 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

Projected  Net 
Case  Load 

938 

963 

988 

1013 

1038 

1063 

1088 

1113 

1138 
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STATISTICAL  ANALYSIS 

A.    SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT 
FULL  BENCH  SESSION 
(Refer:    Table  7. 2. 2. A) 

I.    CASE  LOAD: 

a)  1959  -  1969  average  case  load 
=  314  cases/year 

b)  In  1969:    306  cases  decided  upon 
In  1959:    293  cases  decided  upon 

c)  1959  -  1969  rate  of  case  load  increase 
=  306-293 

— fo~ 

=  2  cases/year 

d)  Table  7.2.2, B  shows  the  statistical 
projections  to  the  year  2000  based 
upon  the  work  load  of  the  last  10  years. 


TABLE  7, 2. 2. D 

B.    SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT 
SINGLE  JUSTICE  SESSION 
(Refer:    Table  7. 2. 2. A) 

I.    NET  CASE  LOAD: 

a)  1959  -  1969  average  case  load 
=  248  cases/year 

b)  In  1969:    363  net  cases 
In  1959:    112  net  cases 

c)  1959  -  1969  rate  of  net  case  load  increase 
=  363-112 

~I0~ 
=  25  cases/year 

d)  Table  7.2.2. C  shows  the   statistical 
projections  to  the  year  2000  based 
upon  the  work  load  of  the  past  10  years. 
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SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT 
GRAPHIC  PROJECTION 


TABLE  7.2.2.E 


Full  Bench  Session  Case  Load 

Single  Justice  Session  Net  Case  Load 


1200    -, 


1000    - 


800     - 


600    - 


400 


200     - 


1 1 

995  2000 
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SUPERIOR  COURT 

CIVIL                                                   SUMMARY  OF  CASE  LOAD  STATISTICS                                     TABLE  7. 2. 3. A 

YEAR 

1959 

I960 

1961 

!962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

Backlog 

21137 

18470 

18323 

18781 

18137 

19137 

20397 

22412 

23073 

22300 

19894 

Cases  Entered 

12351 

12402 

12135 

12459 

12317 

13090 

13959 

12019 

11379 

10329 

II6I8 

Total  Cases 

33488 

30872 

30458 

31240 

30454 

3227 

33992 

34431 

34452 

32629 

31512 

Cases 
Disposed 

14648 

12497 

11850 

13275 

11326 

12150 

I2III 

11608 

12466 

13080 

12016 

Cases 
Undisposed 

18470 

18323 

1878! 

I8I37 

19137 

20397 

22412 

23073 

22300 

19894 

19496 

Non-triable 
Docket 

6856 

6785 

6812 

6666 

2736 

1333 

448 

209 

0 

0 

0 

Cases  Ready 
For  Trial 

II6I4  J 

11538 

1194^ 

II47I 

16401 

19064 

21964 

22864 

22300 

19894 

19496 
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SUPERIOR  COURT 

CRIMINAL                                         SUMMARY  OF  CASE  LOAD  STATISTICS                                       TABLE  7. 2. 3. B 

YEAR 

1959 

I960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

Backlog 

1413 

1389 

1158 

1083 

1223 

1305 

1515 

1667 

2071 

2070 

3238 

Cases 
Entered 

5454 

5555 

5499 

5830 

5993 

6374 

5737 

5557 

5427 

6371 

6555 

Total  Cases 

6867 

6850 

6657 

6913 

7216 

7679 

7252 

7224 

7498 

8441 

9793 

Cases 
Disposed 

5478 

5786 

5574 

5690 

5911 

6164 

5585 

5153 

5428 

5203 

6017 

Cases 
Undisposed 

1389 

1158 

1083 

1223 

1305 

1515 

1667 

2071 

2070 

3238 

3776 
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SUPERIOR  COURT 

CIVIL  AND  CRIMINAL                   SUMNAARY  OF  CASE  LOAD  STATISTICS                                       TABLE  7.2.3. C 

YEAR 

1959 

I960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

Backlog 

22550 

19859 

19481 

19864 

19360 

20442 

21912 

24079 

25144 

24370 

23132 

Cases 
Entered 

17805 

17957 

17634 

18289 

18316 

19464 

19332 

17468 

16806 

16700 

18173 

Total  Cases 

40355 

37813 

37115 

38153 

37676 

39906 

41244 

41727 

41950 

41070 

41305 

Cases 
Disposed 

20126 

18283 

17424 

18965 

17237 

18314 

17696 

16761 

17894 

18283 

18033 

Cases 
Undisposed 

19895 

19481 

19864 

19360 

20442 

21912 

24079 

25144 

24370 

23132 

23272 

Non-triable 
Docket 

6856 

6785 

6832 

6666 

2736 

1333 

448 

209 

Cases  Ready 
For  Trial 

15694 

13074 

12649 

13198 

16624 

19109 

21464 

23870 

25144 

24370 

23132 
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SUPERIOR  COURT 

CIVIL  AND  CRIMINAL                       FUTURE  CASE  LOAD  PROJECTIONS                                            TABLE  7. 2. 3. D 

YEAR 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

Projected 
Backlog 

23272 

23675 

24335 

25264 

26456 

27911 

29629 

3LM0 

33854 

36361 

39131 

Projected  Cases 
Entered 

18210 

18247 

18284 

18321 

18358 

18395 

18432 

18469 

18506 

18543 

18580 

Projected  Cases 
Disposed 

17807 

17581 

17355 

17129 

16903 

16677 

16451 

16225 

15999 

15773 

15547 

Projected  Coses 

Remaining 

23675 

24335 

25264 

26456 

27911 

29629 

31610 

33854 

36361 

39131 

42164 

YEAR 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

Projected 
Backlog 

42164 

45008 

48115 

51485 

55118 

59014 

63173 

67595 

72280 

77228 

82439 

Projected  Cases 
Entered 

18617 

18654 

18691 

18728 

18765 

18802 

18839 

18876 

18913 

18950 

18987 

Projected  Cases 
Disposed 

15773 

15547 

15321 

15095 

14869 

14643 

14417 

14191 

13965 

13739 

13513 

Projected  Cases 
Remaining 

45008 

48115 

51485 

55118 

59014 

63173 

67595 

72280 

77228 

82439 

87913 
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SUPERIOR  COURT 

CIVIL  AND  CRIMINAL                   FUTURE  CASE  LOAD  PROJECTIONS                                               TABLE  7.2.3. D 

YEAR 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

Projected 
Backlog 

87913 

93650 

99650 

I059I3 

112439 

119228 

126280 

1 35595 

141173 

Projected  Cases 
Entered 

19024 

19061 

19098 

19135 

19172 

19209 

19246 

19283 

19320 

Projected  Cases 
Disposed 

13287 

13061 

12835 

12609 

12383 

12157 

II 931 

11705 

1 1479 

Projected  Cases 
Remaining 

93650 

99650 

105913 

112439 

119228 

126280 

135595 

141173 

149014 
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SUPERIOR  COURT                                FUTURE  CASE  LOAD  PROJECTIONS 

CIVIL  AND  CRIMINAL                       WITH  4  ADDITIONAL  COURTROOMS                                       TABLE  7. 2. 3. E 

YEAR 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

Projected 
Backlog 

29629 

26061 

22530 

19336 

16179 

13159 

10276 

7530 

4921 

2449 

114 

Projected  Cases 
Entered 

18432 

18469 

18506 

18543 

18580 

18617 

18654 

18691 

18728 

18765 

18802 

Assumed  Cases 
Di  sposed 

22000 

21900 

21800 

21700 

21600 

21500 

21400 

21300 

21200 

21100 

21000 

Projected  Cases 
Remaining 

26061 

22530 

19336 

16179 

13159 

10276 

7530 

4921 

2449 

114 

YEAR 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

Projected 
Backlog 

Projected  Cases 
Entered 

18839 

18876 

18913 

18950 

18987 

19024 

19061 

19098 

19135 

19172 

19209 

Assumed  Cases 
Disposed 

20900 

20800 

20700 

20600 

20500 

20400 

20300 

20200 

20100 

20000 

19900 

Projected  Cases 

Remaning 
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SUPERIOR  COURT                              FUTURE  CASE  LOAD  PROJECTIONS 

CIVIL  AND  CRIMINAL                      WITH  4  ADDITIONAL  COURTROOMS                                            TABLE  7.2.3. E 

YEAR 

1998 

1999 

2000 

Projected 
Backlog 

Projected  Coses 
Entered 

19246 

19283 

19320 

Assumed  Cases 
Disposed 

19800 

19200 

19600 

Projected  Coses 

Re  moininq 

STATISTICAL  ANALYSIS 


A.    SUPERIOR  COURT      CIVIL 

(Refer:    Table  7.2. 3.A)  (LAW  &  EQUITY) 

1.  CASES  ENTERED: 

a)  1959  -  1969  average  rate  of  entries 
=  12, 134  cases/year 

b)  In  1969:    11,618  cases  entered 
In  1959:    12,351  cases  entered 

c)  1959  -  1969  rate  of  decrease  of  cases  entered 
=  12,351-11,618 

fo — 

=   73  cases/year 

2.  CASES  DISPOSED: 

a)  1959  -  1969  average  rate  of  disposals 
=  12,236  cases/year 

b)  In  1969:    12,016  cases  disposed 
In  1959:    14,648  cases  disposed 

c)  1959  -  1969  rate  of  decrease  of  cases  disposed 
=  14,648-12,016 

ra 

=  263  cases/year 
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TABLE  7. 2.3. F 


B.    SUPERIOR  COURT      CRIMINAL 
(Refer:    Table  7.2.3. B) 

1.  CASES  ENTERED: 

a)  1959  -  1969  average  rate  of  entries 
=  1,672  cases/year 

b)  In  1969:    6,555  cases  entered 
In  1959:    5,454  cases  entered 

c)  1959  -  1969  rate  of  increase  of  cases  entered 
=  6,555-5,454 

=  110  cases/year 

2.  CASES  DISPOSED: 

a)  1959  -  1969  average  rate  of  disposals 
=  5,  651  cases/year 

b)  In  1969:    6,017  cases  disposed 
In  1959:    5,478  cases  disposed 

c)  1959  -  1969  rate  of  increase  of  cases  disposed 
=  6,017-5,478 

fo 

=  54  cases/year 
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STATISTICAL  ANALYSIS 


TABLE  7.2.3.F 


C.    SUPERIOR  COURT      CIVIL  &  CRIMINAL 
(Refer:    Table  7.2.3. C) 

1.  COMBINED  CASES  ENTERED: 

a)  1959  -  1969  average  rate  of  entries 
=  13,806  cases/year 

b)  1959  -  1969  rate  of  Increase 
=  37  cases/year 

2.  COMBINED  CASES  DISPOSED: 

a)  1959  -  1969  average  rote  of  disposals 
=  17,887  cases/year 

b)  1959  -  1969  rate  of  decrease  of  cases  disposed 
=  209  cases/year 

3.  CASE  DISPOSALS  PER  COURTROOM: 
(There  are  18  Superior  Courtrooms) 

a)  1959  -  1969  average  number  of  disposals/ 
courtroom/year 

=  17,887 

=  994  cases/courtroom/year 

b)  In  1969  the  number  of  disposals/courtroom 
=  18,033 

"18"" 
=  1,002  cases/courtroom 


c)  In  1959  the  number  of  disposals/courtroom 
=  20,126 

~18~ 
=  1, 120  cases/courtroom 

d)  During  1959  -  1969  the  number  of  case 
disposals/courtroom  dropped  by  120  cases/ 
courtroom  or  approximately  at  an  average 
of  12  cases/year/courtroom. 

e)  For  the  purpose  of  statistical  projections 
assuming  greater  efficiencies/courtroom  we 
will  assume  the  disposal  rote/courtroom  will 
decrease  at  approximately  5  cases/courtroom/ 
year  after  the  addition  of  more  courtrooms. 

f)  In  7.2.3  we  stated  that  with  the  addition  of 
4  more  Superior  Courtrooms  in  1975  bringing 
the  total  to  22  courtrooms,  we  projected  that 
by  1985  all  backlogs  could  be  eliminated. 

g)  Table  7.2.3. D  shows  these  statistical 
projections. 

Around  the  year  2000  assuming  the  addition 
of  4  more  Superior  Courtrooms  a  backlog  will 
commence  to  develop  again. 
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SUPERIOR  COURT      CIVIL  &  CRIMINAL 
GRAPHIC  PROJECTION 


TABLE  7. 2. 3. G 


Cases  Entered     

Cases  Disposed    

150000— ^cklog  


125000- 


100000- 


75000  - 


50000- 


25000— 


/ 


/ 


/ 


/ 


/' 


/ 


/ 


2000 
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SUPERIOR  COURT      CIVIL  &  CRIMINAL 

GRAPHIC  PROJECTION      4  ADDITIONAL  COURTROOMS 


TABLE  7.2.3. H 


Cases  Entered 
Cases  Disposed 
150000 -I Backlog 


125000- 


100000  - 


75000 


50000  - 


25000  — 


2000 


63 


LAND  COURT 

SUMMARY  OF  CASE  LOAD  STATISTICS 

TABLE  7.2 

.4. A 

YEAR 

1959 

I960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

Total  Cases 
Entered 

4951 

4823 

5144 

5252 

6530 

5254 

5522 

6140 

5634 

5141 

4883 

Cases 
Disposed 

4959 

4664 

4847 

5082 

4936 

5262 

5643 

4308 

4695 

5112 

5570 

Cases 
Undisposed 

159 

297 

177 

694 

1832 

939 

29 

PROBATE  COURT                                  SUMMARY  OF  CASE  LOAD  STATISTICS                                     TABLE  7. 2. 5. A 

YEAR 

1959 

I960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

Original  Entries 
(IncI .   Divorce) 

7091 

6940 

7014 

9221 

9303 

18163 

18936 

17782 

17199 

17001 

18451 
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LAND  COURT 
GRAPHIC  PROJECTION 


TABLE  7. 2. 4. B 


Average  Entries  &  Disposals 


9000  -I 


7500 


6000 


4500  - 


3000  - 


1500  - 


1959 


-I — 

1965 


1970 


1975 


1980 


—I— 
1985 


1990 


—1 — 

1995 


2000 
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PROBATE  COURT 
GRAPHIC  PROJECTION 


TABLE  7. 2. 5. B 


Original  Entries 


18000  -1 


15000  - 


12000  - 


9000  - 


6000  - 


3000  - 


1959 


—I — 
1965 


— r- 

1970 


1975 


-J— 
1980 


~I — 
1985 


— r- 

1990 


— I — 
1995 


2000 
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BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  COURT 

CIVIL                                                       SUMMARY  OF  CASE  LOAD  STATISTICS                                      TABLE  7 .l.b.k 

YEAR 

1959 

I960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

Cases  Entered 
(Before  Removals) 

21823 

20609 

22045 

22264 

22329 

21938 

19944 

21008 

25268 

25057 

24758 

Net  Entries 

19637 

19669 

21203 

21369 

21464 

21071 

18987 

20338 

24534 

24185 

23756 

Cases  Tried 

2642 

3285 

3029 

3117 

3795 

3328 

2629 

2728 

2667 

3037 

3843 
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BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  COURT 

CRIMINAL                                             SUMMARY  OF  CASE  LOAD  STATISTICS                                        TABLE  7.2.6. B 

YEAR 

1959 

I960 

196! 

— 
1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

Complaints  granted 
by  Court 

4d088 

48652 

48501 

52794 

61857 

76271 

82032 

124602 

214959 

196498 

198731 

Not  Arrested 
Pending  Trial 

5391 

6551 

5119 

5654 

I27II 

18385 

27179 

59453 

93150 

73860 

98036 

Cases  Disposed 

25997 

26213 

28534 

32912 

35620 

41107 

54853 

65149 

121809 

122638 

100695 

Auto  and  Parking 
Violations 

29608 

28750 

29738 

33495 

45058 

56866 

69104 

112283 

200151 

180337 

182600 

Net  Complaints 

16480 

22439 

18763 

19299 

16799 

19405 

12928 

12319 

14808 

16161 

16131 

NOTE:    Table  7.2.6.B    Net  Complaints  do  not  include  parking  and  automobile  violations 
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BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  COURT      CIVIL 
GRAPHIC  PROJECTION 


TABLE  7. 2. 6. C 


Cases  Entered 
Number  of  Trials 


36000 


30000    - 


24000    - 


18000    - 


12000 


6000 


1959 


T 
1965 


1970 


— r- 

1975 


1980 


—I — 

1985 


"T — 

1990 


-r- 

1995 


2000 
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BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  COURT 
GRAPHIC  PROJECTION 


TABLE  7.2.6. D 


Complaints 
Cases  Disposed 
600000  -I Net  Complaints 


500000  - 


400000  - 


300000  - 


200000  - 


/ 


100000  - 


1959 


2000 
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BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT                  SUMMARY  OF  CASE  LOAD  STATISTICS                                    TABLE  7. 2. 7. A 

YEAR 

1959 

I960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

Complaints 

862 

102! 

1050 

886 

1119 

925 

854 

1444 

1838 

1928 

2391 

Judicial 
Determinations 

3793 

4152 

3505 

4179 

775! 

8373 

10554 

Coses  Pending 

405 

464 

428 

374 

488 

389 

390 

635 

920 

724 

1183 
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BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT 

FUTURE 

CASE  LOAD  PROJECTIONS 

TABLE  7. 

2.7. B 

YEAR 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

Projected 
Complaints 

2544 

2697 

2850 

3003 

3156 

3309 

3462 

3615 

3768 

3921 

4074 

Projected  Judicial 
Determinations 

11681 

12808 

13935 

15062 

16189 

17316 

18443 

19570 

20697 

21824 

22951 

YEAR 

1981 

1982 

1983 
4533 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

Projected 
Complaints 

4227 

4380 

4686 

4839 

4992 

5145 

5298 

5451 

5604 

5757 

Projected  Judicial 
Determinations 

24078 

25205 

26332 

27459 

28586 

29713 

30840 

31967 

33094 

34221 

35348 

YEAR 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

Projected 
Complaints 

5910 

6063 

6216 

6369 

6522 

6675 

6828 

6981 

7134 

Projected  Judicial 
Determinations 

36475 

37602 

38729 

39856 

40983 

42110 

43237 

44364 

45491 
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STATISTICAL  ANALYSIS 

A.    BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT 
(Refer:    Table  7. 2. 7. A 

1.  COMPLAINTS: 

a)  1959  -  1969  average  number  of  complaints 
=  1,346  complaints/year 

b)  in  1969:    2,391  complaints 
In  1959:        862  complaints 

c)  1959  -  1969  rate  of  complaints  increase 
=  2,391-862 

10 — 

=  153  complaints/year 

2.  JUDICIAL  DETERMINATIONS: 

a)  1963  -  1969  average  number  of  judicial 
determinations 

=  6,044  judicial  determinations/year 

b)  In  1969:    10,554  judicial  determinations 
In  1963:     3,793  judicial  determinations 

c)  1963  -  1969  rate  of  increase  of  judicial 
determinations 

=  10,554-3,793 

6 
=    1,127  judicial  determinations/year 


TABLE  7. 2. 7. C 

3.    JUDICIAL  DETERMINATIONS/COURTROOM 
(There  are  2  Juvenile  Courtrooms) 

a)  1963  -  1969  average  number  of  judicial 
determinations/courtroom 

=  6,044 

=  3,022  judicial  determinations/courtroom 

b)  In  1969:    10,554  judicial  determinations/courtroom 
=  5,277  judicial  determinations/courtroom 

c)  In  Table  7.2.7. B  the  future  case  load  projections 
are  shown.    Assuming  that  the  1969  rate  of  judicial 
determinations/courtroom  can  be  maintained  in  the 
year  2000,   the  number  of  courtrooms  needed  is  as 
follows: 


45,491 
5,277 
=  9  courtrooms  required 
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BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT 
GRAPHIC  PROJECTION 


TABLE  7. 2. 7. D 
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COURT  PERSONNEL  STATISTICS 

PRESENT  &  FUTURE  PROJECTIONS 

TABLE  7. 3. 2. A 

FUNCTION 

PRESENT 
NO.  OF 
PERSONNEL 

%  CHANGE 
1959-1969 

PROJECTED 

%  CHANGE 
1970-1980 

PROJECTED 

PERSONNEL 

1980 

PROJECTED 

PERSONNEL 
2000 

Supreme  Judicial  Court 

Judges 
Clerks 
Others 
Total 

7 
14 
26 

0 
0 
0 

0 

50% 
25% 

7 
21 
32 

7 
28 
40 

47 

60 

75 

Superior  Court 

Judges 
Clerks 
Others 
Total 

16 

181 
27 

7% 

3% 

100% 

30% 
30% 

25% 

21 

226 

67 

21 

230 
79 

224 

314 

330 

Land  Court 

Judges 
Recorder 
Engineering 
Total 

3 

35 
70 

0 

I) 

0 

0 

10% 
10% 

3 

38 
?? 

3 

39 
23 

58 

63 

65 

Probate  Court 

Judges 
Registry 
Others 
Total 

3 

66 

6 

0 

33% 

0 

0 

10% 
150% 

3 
71 
16 

3 
80 
17 

75 

90 

100 

Boston  Municipal  Court 

Judges 
Clerks 
Others 
Total 

14 
94 
29 

0 

2% 
0 

0 

20% 
10% 

14 
112 
32 

14 
120 
36 

137 

158 

170 

Boston  Juvenile  Court 

Judges 
Clerks 
Others 

Total 

4 

2 

49 

0 
0 

80% 

I007o 
100% 
100% 

9 

4 

84 

U 

6 

98 

48 

97 

113 

TOTALS 

589 

782 

853 

NOTE:    Table  7. 3. 2. A    The  Projected  %  Change  1970-1980  shown  for  "Probate  Court  Others"  allows  for  the 
establishment  of  a  probation  facility  for  the    Probate  Court  . 
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DEPARTMENTAL  PERSONNEL  STATISTICS           PRESENT  &  FUTURE  PROJECTIONS                  TABLE  7.3. 3.A 

FUNCTION 

PRESENT 
NO.  OF 
PERSONNEL 

%  CHANGE 
1959-1969 

PROJECTED 

%  CHANGE 

1970-1980 

PROJECTED 
PERSONNEL 
1980 

PROJECTED 

PERSONNEL 

2000 

District  Attorney 

101 

20% 

30% 

130 

150 

Sheriff 

99 

300% 

50% 

150 

200 

Probation  Commission 

100 

50% 

30% 

130 

160 

Registry  of  Deeds 

75 

0 

75 

75 

Social  Law  Library 

14 

0 

20% 

17 

20 

Courthouse  Commission 

(Including  Superintendent's  Office) 

150 

0 

10% 

165 

175 

TOTAL 

1 

539 

667 

780 
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COURT  VISITOR  STATISTICS 
VISITORS  PER  DAY 

PRESENT  &  FUTURE  PROJECTIONS 

TABLE  7. 

4. 2. A 

COURT 

VISITORS 
1970 

PROJECTED  PERCENT 
INCREASE  -  1980 

PROJECT 
VISITORS 
1980 

PROJECTED  PERCENT 
INCREASE  -  2000 

PROJECT 
VISITORS 
2000 

AREA 

PERSON. 

MEDIAN 

AREA       PERSON. 

MEDIAN 

Supreme  Judicial 
Court 

40 

33% 

30% 

30% 

50 

40% 

—     ■— 1 

55% 

45% 

60 

Superior  Court 

1000 

33% 

30% 

32% 

1320 

35% 

35% 

35% 

1350 

Land  Court 

100 

50% 

10% 

30% 

130 

50% 

10% 

30% 

130 

Probate  Court 

640 

85% 

25% 

30% 

860 

90% 

33% 

40% 

890 

Boston  Municipal 
Court 

640 

66% 

15% 

40% 

900 

70% 

25% 

50% 

960 

Boston  Juvenile 
Court 

40 

650% 

100% 

350% 

140 

700% 

130% 

410% 

165 

TOTAL 

2460 

3400 

3555 

NOTE:    Table  7. 4. 2. A    Figures  shown  include  visitors  to  clerks'  offices  and  to  Registry  of  Probate. 
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DEPARTMENTAL  VISITOR  STATISTICS 

VISITORS  PER  DAY                              PRESENT  &  FUTURE  PROJECTIONS 

TABLE  7. 4. 3. A 

DEPARTMENT 

VISITORS 
1970 

PROJECTED  PERCENT 
INCREASE  -  1980 

PROJECT, 

VISITORS 

1980 

PROJECTED  PERCENT 
INCREASE  -2000 

PROJECT 

VISITORS 

2000 

AREA 

PERSON. 

MEDIAN 

AREA 

PERSON. 

MEDIAN 

Dislrict  Attorney 

20 

140% 

30% 

85% 

40 

185% 

50% 

117% 

45 

Sheriff 

160 

25% 

50% 

37% 

220 

75% 

100% 

72% 

275 

Probation 
Commission 

120 

100% 

30% 

65% 

200 

170% 

60% 

115% 

260 

Registry  of  Deeds 

260 

270 

280 

Social  Law  Library 

260 

30% 

20% 

25% 

325 

85% 

30% 

50% 

390 

Courthouse 
Commission 

City  Jail 

Press  Room 

TOTAL 

820 

1055 

1250 
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SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT      AREA  STATISTICS  &  PROJECTIONS      SUMMARY                                                                      TABLE  7.5.2.. 

FUNCTION 

AREA 
1970 

OPTIMUM  1970 

PROJECTED  1980 

PROJECTED  2000 

■ 

UNITS 

STAFF 

STAND. 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

ARE. 

Court-rooms 

3330 

2 

(6) 

2000 

4000 

3 

^9) 

2000 

6000 

3 

(9) 

2000 

6O0«, 

Judicial  Modules 

7 

(21) 

1518 

10626 

7 

(21) 

1518 

10626 

7 

(21) 

1518 

I062i 

Clerk 

Suffolk  County 

5520 

1+ 

10 

+  25% 

6900 

1 

15 

100 

1400 

1 

22 

100 

810((" 

:u 

Clerk 
Commonwealth 

2936 

1+ 

4 

+  25% 

3670 

1 

7 

100 

3970 

1 

12 

100 

447j' 

Reporter 

of  Decisions 

1592 

1+ 

2 

+  25% 

1990 

1 

3 

150 

2140 

1 

4 

150 

229 

t- 

Judges' 
Retiring  Rooms 

510 

1+ 

+25% 

640 

1 

640 

1 

64«er 

■ 

-- 
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^'supreme  judicial  court      area  statistics  &  PROJECTIONS 

SUMMARY                                                                    TABLE  7. 5. 2. A 

FUNCTION 

AREA 
1970 

OPTIMUM  1970 

PROJECTED  1980 

PROJECTED  2000 

UNITS 

STAFF 

STAND 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

Attorneys  Conference 

510 

1+ 

+100% 

1000 

1 

+50% 

1500 

1 

1500 

Thorndike  Library 

1470 

1+ 

1 

+  25% 

2000 

1 

1 

2000 

1 

1 

+  25% 

2500 

31 
Executive  Secretary 

1000 

1+ 

3 

+  20% 

1200 

1 

4 

150 

1350 

1 

6 

150 

1650 

Circulation 

20% 

6400 

20% 

7130 

20% 

7555 

}2Washrooms 
_&  Restrooms 

2% 

640 

2% 

713 

2% 

755 

^Undefined 

15903 

TOTAL 

32771 

47 

39194 

60 

43469 

75 

46086 

80 


SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT 
JUDICIAL  MODULE 

TABLE  7.5.2. B 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ .  FT . 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ.  FT. 
1970 

Judge's  Lobby 

Including  Private  Toilet 

1 

750 

750 

Judge's  Secretary 
&  Reception  Area 

1 

350 

350 

Executive  Law 
Clerk's  Office 

1 

400 

400 

Supply  Closet 

1 

18 

18 

TOTAL 

1518 

1 

f 
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SUPERIOR  COURT      AREA  STATISTICS  &  PROJECTIONS      SUMMARY                                                                                       TABLE  7.5.2. C 

FUNCTION 

AREA 
1970 

OPTIMUM  1970 

PROJECTED  1980 

PROJECTED  2000 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

Courtroom  Modules 

30800 

18 

(53) 

5000 

90000 

22 

(63) 

5000 

1 10000 

22 

(66) 

5000 

1 10000 

Clerk 
Civil 

I0II4 

1 

120 

20753 

1 

135 

100 

22253 

1 

139 

100 

22653 

'Clerk 
Criminal 

5470 

1 

(51) 

12024 

1 

91 

100 

16024 

1 

98 

100 

16724 

Probation 

4228 

1 

20 

25% 

5000 

1 

25 

100 

5500 

1 

27 

100 

5700 

Jury  Pool  & 
Sequester 

7048 

1 

+1  50% 

17000 

1 

+  20% 

19400 

1 

19400 

Judges  Conference 
j  &  Library 

2550 

1 

2500 

1 

2500 

1 

2500 

Circulation 

20% 

29440 

20% 

35133 

35626 

'  Washrooms 
&  Restrooms 

2% 

2944 

2% 

3513 

3563 

Undefined 

96419 

TOTAL 

156629 

244 

179721 

314 

214313 

330 

2I7I3I 
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SUPERIOR  COURT 

COURTROOM  MODULE                                                                                                                    TABLE  7. 5. 2. D 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ.  FT. 
1970 

Courtroom 

1 

2000 

2000        1 

Judge' s  Lobby 

Including  Private  Toilet 

1 

750 

750 

Judge's  Secretary 
&  Reception  Area 

350 

350 

Law  Clerk's  Office 

400 

400 

Jury  Deliberation  Room 

Including  Men's  &  Women's 
Coatrooms  &  Toilets 

440 

440 

Hearing  Rooms 

For  Auditors  &  Masters 

2 

250 

500 

Witness  Rooms 

2 

125 

250 

Lawyers'  Conference  Rooms 

2 

125 

250 

Supply  Room 

18 

18 

TOTAL 

4958 
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SUPERIOR  COURT 

OFFICE  OF  CLERK  -  CIVIL                                                                                                                            TABLE  7.5.2. E 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ .  FT . 
1970 

Clerk's  Private  Office 

1 

500 

500 

Assistant  Clerks 

19 

300 

5700 

Secretariat  Spaces 

100 

100 

1 0000 

Record  Examining  Rooms 

2 

150 

300 

Supply  Rooms 

2 

100 

200 

Work  Rooms 

2 

300 

600 

Vaults 

2 

80 

160 

General  Office 

1 

3293 

3293 

TOTAL 

20753 
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SUPERIOR  COURT 

OFFICE  OF  CLERK  -    CRIMINAL 

TABLE  7.5.2.F 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ.  FT. 
1970 

Clerk's  Private  Office 

1 

500 

500 

Assistant  Clerks 

15 

300 

4500 

Secretarial  Spaces 

35 

100 

3500 

Record  Examining  Room 

2 

150 

300 

Supply  Rooms 

2 

100 

200 

Work  Rooms 

2 

300 

600 

Exhibit  Rooms 

2 

250 

500 

Vaults 

2 

80 

160 

General  Office 

1 

1764 

1764 

TOTAL 

12024 

1 

r 

- 

35 

LAND  COURT      AREA  STATISTICS  &  PROJECTIONS       SUMMARY                                                                                                 TABLE  7.5.2. G 

FUNCTION 

AREA 
1970 

OPTIMUM  1970 

PROJECTED  1980 

PROJECTED  2000 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

Court  Modules 

2088 

2.5 

(3) 

3718 

9295 

2.5 

(3) 

3718 

9295 

2.5 

(3) 

3718 

9295 

[Records  Office 

1 

(35) 

9010 

1 

38 

100 

9310 

1 

39 

100 

9410 

1 

lEngineering  Departrnent 

1 

(20) 

5960 

1 

22 

150 

6260 

1 

23 

150 

6410 

Circulation 

20% 

4853 

20% 

4973 

20% 

5025 

Washrooms 
&  Restrooms 

2% 

485 

2% 

497 

2% 

502 

Undefined 

16129 

TOTAL 

18217 

58 

29603 

63 

30335 

65 

30640 

86 


LAND  COURT 

COURTROOM  MODULE                                                                                                                       TABLE  7. 5. 2. H 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ.  FT. 
1970 

Courtroom 

2000 

2000 

Judge's  Lobby 

Including  Private  Toilet 

750 

750 

Judge's  Secretary 
&  Reception 

350 

350 

Hearing  Room 

400 

400 

Lawyers'  Conference  Room 

200 

200 

Supply  Room 

18 

18 

TOTAL 

- 

3718 
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LAND  COURT 
OFFICE  OF  RECORDER 

TABLE  7.5.2.1 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD  OPTIMUM 
SO.  FT.        SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT         1970 

Recorder's  Office 

1 

500 

500 

Assistant  Recorder's  Office 

1 

300 

300 

Chief  Title  Examiner's  Office 

1 

250 

250 

Deputy  Assistant  Clerk's  Office 

2 

250 

500 

Clerical  Staff  Area 

26 

200 

5200 

Secretarial  Area 

3 

100 

300 

Court  Officers  Area 

2 

100 

200 

Vaults 

2 

80 

160 

Storage  &  Supplies 

2 

300 

600 

General  Office  Area 

1 

1000 

1000 

TOTAL 

9010 

88 


LAND  COURT 

ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT                                                                                                                  TABLE  7. 5. 2. J 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ.  FT. 
1970 

Chief  Court  Engineer's  Office 

1 

300 

300 

Deputy  Land  Court  Engineer's 
Office 

2 

250 

500 

Engineering  Staff  Area 

17 

200 

3400 

Vaults 

2 

80 

160 

Storage  &  Supplies 

2 

300 

600 

General  Office  Area 

1 

1000 

1000 

TOTAL 

- 

5960 
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PROBATE  COURT      AREA  STATISTICS  &  PROJECTIONS      SUMMARY 

TABLE  7. 5. 2. K 

FUNCTION 

AREA 
1970 

OPTIMUM  1970 

PROJECTED  1980 

PROJECTED  2000 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

Courtroom  Module 

4826 

3 

(3) 

3754 

11262 

3 

(3) 

3754 

11262 

3 

(3) 

3754 

11262 

Recorder 

1 

1 

500 

500 

1 

1 

500 

500 

1 

1 

500 

500 

Court  Officers 

5 

100 

500 

1 

13 

100 

1300 

1 

16 

100 

1600 

Registry 

12275 

(66) 

21900 

1 

71 

100 

22400 

1 

80 

100 

23300 

Circulation 

900 

20°A 

6832 

7092 

7332 

Washrooms 
&  Coat  Rooms 

2% 

683 

709 

733 

Undefined 

5807 

TOTAL 

23808 

75 

41677 

90 

43263 

100 

44727 

90 


PROBATE  COURT 

COURTROOM  MODULE                                                                                                                             TABLE  7. 5. 2. L 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ.  FT. 
1970 

Courtroom 

1 

2000 

2000 

Judge's  Lobby 

Including  Private  Toilet 

750 

750 

Judge's  Secretary 
&  Reception 

350 

350 

Hearing  Room 

-     -  -- 

400 

400 

Lawyers'  Conference  Room 

200 

200 

Supply  Room 

18 

18 

TOTAL 

3718 
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PROBATE  COURT 

REGISTRY  OF  PROBATE                                                                                                                             TABLE  7  5  2  M 

ELEMENT 

, 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ.  FT. 
1970 

Register's  Office 

1 

500 

500 

Register's  Secretary 

1 

200 

200 

Assistant  Register's  Offices 

6 

300 

1800 

Secretarial  Clerical  Spaces 

59 

100 

5900 

Vaults 

6500 

Files  Storage 

1 

1000 

1000 

Microfilm 

1 

1000 

1000 

General  Office 

1 

4500 

4500 

Public  Area 

1 

500 

500 

TOTAL 

21900 
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BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  COURT 

AREA  STATISTICS  &  PROJECTIONS      SUMMARY 

TABLE  7.5.2; 

FUNCTION 

AREA 
1970 

O  PTIMUM  1970 

PROJECTED  1980 

PROJECTED  2000 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAT 

NORM 

AREA 

Courtroom  Modules 

13078 

10 

(16) 

4318 

43180 

10 

(16) 

4318 

43180 

10 

(16) 

4318 

4316 

Clerk 
Civil 

5892 

1 

(39) 

14066 

1 

45 

100 

14666 

1 

47 

100 

1486 

Clerk 
Criminal 

5421 

1 

(55) 

15960 

1 

67 

100 

17160 

1 

73 

100 

1766 

Probation 

4965 

1 

27 

+  25% 

6250 

1 

30 

100 

6550 

1 

34 

100 

695 

Judges  Conference 
&  Library 

1067 

1 

1000 

1 

1000 

1 

1001 

Circulation 

20% 

16091 

20% 

I65II 

20% 

1673 

Work 

&  Coat  Rooms 

2% 

1609 

2% 

1651 

2% 

167 

Undefined 

31971 

TOTAL 

62394 

137 

98156 

158 

100718 

170 

10206 
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BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  COURT 
COURTROOM  MODULE 

TABLE  7.5.2.0 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD  OPTIMUM 
SO.  FT.        SO.  FT. 
PER  UNIT         1970 

Courtroom 

2000 

2000 

Judge's  Lobby 

Including  Private  Toilet 

750 

750 

Judge's  Secretary 
&  Reception 

350 

350 

Law  Clerk's  Office 

400 

400 

Hearing  Room 

400 

400 

Witness  Room 

200 

200 

Lawyers'  Conference  Room 

200 

200 

Supply  Closet 

18 

18 

TOTAL 

4318 

94 


BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  COURT 

OFFICE  OF  CLERK      CIVIL                                                                                                                 TABLE  7. 5. 2. P 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ.  FT, 
1970 

Clerk's  Private  Office 

1 

500 

500 

Assistant  Clerk's  Office 

12 

300 

3600 

Secretarial  Spaces 

26 

100 

2600 

Record  Examining  Rooms 

2 

150 

300 

Work  Rooms 

2 

300 

600 

Supply  Rooms  &  Storage 

2 

300 

600 

General  Office  Space 

"■■ 

1 

6000 

6000 

Vaults 

For  Current  Cases 

2 

80 

160 

TOTAL 

14066 

95 


BOSTON  MUNICIPAL  COURT 
OFFICE  OF  CLERK      CRIMINAL 

TABLE  7.5.2.Q 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ.  FT. 
1970 

Clerk's  Private  Offices 

1 

500 

500 

Assistant  Clerk's  Offices 

12 

300 

3600 

Secretarial  Clerical  Space 

42 

100 

4200 

Record  Examining  Rooms 

2 

150 

300 

Tag  Room 

Present  area  increased  100% 

1 

3500 

3000 

Computer  Room 

Present  area  increased  100% 

1 

3000 

3000 

Work  Rooms 

2 

300 

600 

Supply  Rooms  &  Storage 

2 

300 

600 

Vaults 

For  current  coses 

2 

80 

160 

TOTAL 

15960 

96 

BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT 

AREA  STATISTICS  &  PROJECTIONS       SUMMARY 

TABLE  7.5.2. 

FUNCTION 

AREA 
1970 

OPTIMUM  1970 

PROJECTED  1980 

PROJECTED  2000 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

ARE 

Courtroom  Module 

550 

2 

(4) 

2218 

4436 

9 

(6) 

2218 

19962 

9 

(6) 

2218 

199 

Clerk 

1 

(23) 

2280 

1 

45 

100 

4480 

1 

55 

100 

54 

Probation 

1 

(20) 

6150 

1 

40 

100 

8150 

1 

45 

100 

86 

Clinic 

3250 

1 

Existing 

3250 

1 

+  100% 

6500 

1 

+    25%o 

8C 

Police  Office 

1 

1 

500 

500 

1 

3 

100 

700 

1 

4 

100 

i 

Circulation 

20% 

3335 

20% 

6414 

20% 

7C 

Work 

&  Coat  Rooms 

2% 

333 

2%. 

641 

2%> 

7 

Undefined 

3546 

TOTAL 

7346 

48 

20315 

94 

46847 

110 

50d 

1 
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BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT 

COURTROOM  MODULE                                                                                                                           TABLE  7.5.2. S 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ.  FT. 
1970 

Courtroom 

1 

500 

500 

Judge's  Lobby 

Including  Private  Toilet 

1 

780 

750 

Judge's  Secretary 
&  Reception 

1 

350 

350 

Detention  Rooms 

2 

200 

400 

Lawyers'  Conference  Room 

1 

200 

200 

Supply  Closet 

1 

18 

18 

TOTAL 

2218 
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BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT 

OFFICE  OF  CLERK                                                                                                                                  TABLE  7. 5. 2. T 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ .  FT . 
1970 

Clerk's  Private  Office 

1 

300 

300 

Assistant  Clerk's  Office 

1 

300 

300 

Secretarial  Spaces 

5 

100 

500 

General  Office 

1 

1000 

1000 

Supply  Room 

1 

100 

100 

Vault 

1 

80 

80 

TOTAL 

2280 
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BOSTON  JUVENILE  COURT 

PROBATION  OFFICE                                                                                                                                  TABLE  7.5.2.U 

ELEMENT 

COMMENTS 

NUMBER 
OF  UNITS 

STANDARD 
SQ.  FT. 
PER  UNIT 

OPTIMUM 
SQ.  FT. 
1970 

Chief  Probation  Officer 
Private  Office 

1 

250 

250 

Assistant  Probation  Officers 
Office  Space 

19 

200 

3800 

Secretarial  Space 

10 

100 

1000 

General  Office  Space 

1 

400 

400 

Supply  Storage  Room 

1 

200 

200 

Public  Space 

1 

500 

500 

TOTAL 

6150 

100 

DISTRICT  ATTORNEY      AREA  STATISTICS  &  PROJECTIONS                                                                                                     TABLE  7.5. 3.A 

FUNCTION 

AREA 
1970 

OPTIMUM  1970 

PROJECTED  1980 

PROJECTED  2000 

■ 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

District  Attorney's 
Office 

1 

1 

300 

300 

1 

1 

300 

300 

1 

1 

300 

300 

Assistant  District 
Attorney's  Office 

30 

30 

200 

6000 

40 

40 

200 

8000 

47 

47 

200 

94O0 

General  Office 

1 

40 

100 

4000 

1 

49 

100 

4900 

1 

55 

100 

5500 

Conference 

15 

250 

3750 

20 

250 

5000 

24 

250 

60001 

Storage 
&  Work 

1 

500 

500 

2 

500 

1000 

3 

500 

15001 

Grand  Jury 

! 

1080 

1080 

1080 

1080 

1 

1080 

10801 

Investigation 

30 

30 

200 

6000 

40 

40 

200 

8000 

47 

47 

200 

940C 

Circulation 

20% 

4326 

20% 

5656 

20% 

6636 

Wash 

&  Coat  Rooms 

2% 

433 

2% 

566 

2% 

664 

TOTAL 

14571 

101 

26389 

130 

34502 

150 

1 

4048( 

1 

101 


SHERIFF'S  OFFICE      AREA  STATISTICS  &  PROJECTIONS                                                                                                              TABLE  7. 5. 3. B 

FUNCTION 

AREA 
1970 

OPTIMUM  1970 

PROJECTED  1980 

PROJECTED  2000 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

i    Sheriff 

1 

300 

300 

1 

1 

300 

300 

1 

1 

300 

300 

'     Chief  Deputy 

1 

300 

300 

1 

1 

300 

300 

1 

1 

300 

300 

1     Evidence  Room 

300 

300 

2 

300 

600 

4 

300 

1200 

'     Storage 

400 

400 

2 

400 

800 

3 

400 

1200 

Deputies 

&  General  Office 

28 

100 

2800 

1 

63 

100 

6300 

1 

113 

100 

11300 

Court  Offices 

69 

15 

1035 

1 

85 

15 

1275 

1 

85 

15 

1275 

Circulation 

20% 

1027 

20% 

1915 

20% 

Wash 

&  Coat  Rooms 

2% 

103 

2% 

192 

2% 

TOTAL 

2592 

99 

6265 

150 

11682 

200 

19002 

102 

OFFICE  OF  COMMISSIONER  OF  PROBATION 

AREA  STATISTICS  &  PROJECTIONS 

TABLE  7.5.3. 

FUNCTION 

AREA 
1970 

OPTIMUM  1970 

PROJECTED  1980 

PROJECTED  2000 

I 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

ARE/ 

FU 

Commissioner 

1 

I 

300 

300 

1 

1 

300 

300 

1 

1 

300 

3a_ 

Assistant- 

i 

1 

250 

250 

1 

1 

250 

250 

1 

1 

250 

25  _ 

Deputy  Assistant 

3 

3 

250 

750 

5 

5 

250 

1250 

8 

8 

250 

20C^ 

Administrator 

1 

1 

250 

250 

1 

1 

250 

250 

1 

1 

250 

2;^ 

General  Office 

1 

94 

100 

9400 

1 

122 

100 

12200 

1 

149 

100 

I49( 

A 

Filing 

1 

1000 

1000 

1 

+   25% 

1250 

1 

+   25% 

ig^M 

Supply  &  Storage 

1 

100 

100 

2 

100 

200 

4 

100 

4.^ 

Conference 

2 

500 

1000 

3 

500 

1500 

5 

500 

23  C 

Circulation 

Wash  &  Coat  Rooms 

20% 

2% 

2630 
263 

20% 
2% 

3440 
344 

20% 

2% 

44 

4 

y 

TOTAL 

9968 

100 

16043 

130 

20984 

160 

274 

T 

103 


SOCIAL  LAW  LIBRARY 

'      AREA  STATISTICS  &  PROJECTIONS 

TABLE  7.5.3.D 

FUNCTION 

AREA 
1970 

OPTIMUM  1970 

PROJECTED  1980 

PROJECTED  2000 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

UNITS 

STAFF 

NORM 

AREA 

Librarian 

350 

1 

1 

350 

350 

1 

i 

350 

350 

1 

1 

350 

350 

Assistant  Librarian 

150 

1 

I 

150 

150 

1 

1 

150 

150 

2 

2 

150 

300 

Staff  Area 

1 

12 

150 

1800 

1 

15 

150 

2250 

1 

17 

150 

2550 

Book  Storage 

10000 

150000 
Volumes 

10 
per  sq.ft 

15000 

190000 
Volumes 

10 
3er  sq.ft 

19000 

270000 
Volumes 

10 
Der  sq.ft 

27000 

Reader  Area 

100 

30 

3000 

120 

30 

3600 

150 

30 

4500 

Circulation 

20% 

4060 

20% 

5070 

20% 

6940 

Wash 

&  Coat  Rooms 

2% 

406 

2% 

507 

2% 

694 

Undefined 

14657 

TOTAL 

23057 

14 

24766 

17 

30927 

20 

42334 
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NET  USABLE  AREA       SU/VW\ARY    -    COURTS 

TABLE  7. 5. 9. A 

FUNCTION 

EXISTING  AREA 

OPTIMUM  AREA 
1970 

PROJECTED  AREA 
1980 

PROJECTED  AREA 
2000 

Supreme  Judicial  Court 

32771 

39194 

43469 

46085 

Superior  Court 

156629 

17922! 

214313 

2I7I3I 

Land  Court 

18217 

29603 

30335 

30640 

Probate  Court 

23808 

41677 

43263 

44727 

Municipal  Court 

62394 

98156 

100718 

102060 

Juvenile  Court 

7346 

20315 

46847 

58629 

SUB-TOTAL 

301165 

408666 

478945 

491272 
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NET  USABLE  AREA      SUMAAARY    -    OTHER  FACILITIES                                                                     TABLE  7. 5. 9. A 

FUNCTION 

EXISTING  AREA 

OPTIMUM  AREA 
1970 

PROJECTED  AREA 
1980 

PROJECTED  AREA 
2000 

District  Attorney 

14571 

26389 

34502 

40480 

Sheriff 

2592 

6265 

11682 

19002 

Probation  Commission 

9968 

16043 

20984 

27420 

Courthouse  Commission 

2425 

2500 

2800 

2800 

Registry  of  Deeds 

32966 

33000 

33000 

33000 

Social  Law  Library 

23057 

24766 

30927 

42334 

City  Prison 

24926 

25000 

25000 

25000 

Press  Room 

961 

1000 

1500 

1500 

Unossigned 

4370 

SUB-TOTAL 

115836 

134963 

160395 

191536 
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NET  USABLE  AREA      SUMMAR\ 

'    -     NEW  FACILITIES  &  TOTALS 

TABLE  7. 5. 9. A 

FUNCTION 

EXISTING  AREA 

OPTIMUM  AREA 
1970 

PROJECTED  AREA 
1980 

PROJECTED  AREA 
2000 

Suffolk  County  Jail 

60000 

60000 

Food  Facilities 

6100 

8000 

Miscellaneous 

1000 

1000 

SUB-TOTAL 

671000 

69000 

NET  BUILDING  AREA 

417001 

543629 

706440 

751808 

Exterior  Jail  Space 

40000 

40000 

Garage 

295000 

320000 

NOTE:    Table  7. 6. 2. A    The  cost  projections  have  been  calculated  on  the  basis  of  1970  rates.     No  inflation  factor  has 
been  included. 


The  figures  for  the  Boston  Municipal  Court  represent  a  surplus  of  revenue  over  court  expenses.- 
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ANNUAL  OPERATING  COSTS      PRESENT  &  FUTURE  PROJECTIONS                                                    TABLE  7. 6. 2. A 

DEPARTMENT 

COSTS 
1959 

COSTS 
1969 

% 
INCREASE 

PROJECTED 

PERSONNEL 

INCREASE 

PROJECTED 
COST 
2000 

Supreme  Judicial  Court 

91484 

175235 

90% 

55% 

271614 

Superior  Court 

2175453 

3732327 

70% 

35% 

5038527 

Land  Court 

221735 

518233 

135% 

10% 

570386 

Probate  Court 

94112 

135178 

45% 

33% 

179786 

Boston  Municipal  Court 

444733 

533961  * 

200% 

25% 

667310* 

Boston  Juvenile  Court 

122771 

387460 

220% 

130% 

1000000 

Probation  Service 

238733 

464907 

95% 

60% 

747725 

Social  Law  Library 

2000 

2000 

20000 

SUB-TOTAL 

3441021 

4881379 

42% 

8495348 

Maintenance 

478042 

I2II832 

150% 

2090000 

TOTALS 

3919063 

609321! 

55% 

10585348 
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AMINTENANCE  COST  STUDY 
Gross  Area: 

-  Old  Courthouse 

-  New  Courthouse 


229,800  sq.ft. 
349,990  sq.ft. 
579,790  sq.ft. 


Net  Usable  Area: 

-  Old  Courthouse 

-  New  Courthouse 


150,370  sq.ft. 
266,630  sq.ft. 
417,000  sq.ft. 


Elosed  upon  the  "Building  Owners  &  Managers  Association 
International  Report  for  1968",  cost  comparisons,  exclud- 
ing taxes  and  depreciation,  the  maintenance  cost  is  calcu- 
lated on  the  net  usable  or  rentable  area. 


The  maintenance  cost  is  calculated  using  three  different 
bases  for  pricing: 

I .,    The  size  of  building: 

For  buildings  300  to  600  thousand  square  feet  of  rent- 
able or  usable  area 

Operating  cost/sq.ft.  183.9/ 

Renovation  csot/sq  .ft.  26.7/ 

SUB-TOTAL  TlUTd^ 

Insurance  cost/sq.ft.  4.6/ 

TOTAL  21577"  «r 


TABLE  7. 6. 2. B 
2.     Population  of  area  in  which  building  is  located: 


Operating  cost/sq.ft. 
Renovation  cost/sq.ft. 


Insurance  cost/sq.ft. 


SUB-TOTAL 
TOTAL 
3.    The  region  in  which  building  is  located: 


Operating  cost/sq.ft. 
Renovation  cost/sq.ft. 

Insurance  cost/sq.ft. 


SUB-TOTAL 
TOTAL 


187.2/ 
26.7/ 

2137^/ 
5.3  / 

21^3/ 


203.6/ 

20.6/ 

224.2/ 

4.4/ 

228.6/ 


The  average  of  these  three  studies,   $2.20  sq.ft.  is  the 
figure  we  feel  is  the  best  guide  to  what  an  efficient 
building  should  cost  to  maintain  In  the  Boston  area. 

The  Suffolk  County  Courthouses  currently  cost: 

$1,211,832.24 
417,000 

=  $2.90  per  sq.ft.  to  maintain 
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IMPLEMENTATION  ALTERNATIVES  &  COSTS 

PLAN  *\ 

Relocate  all  facilities  for  3  years,  demolish  both  exist- 
ing courthouses,  erect  new  building  on  same  site  to 
contain  total  required  area 

a)  Temporary  Premises 

1 .  Rent:    (3  years) 

400,000  sq.ft.  at  $10.00  sq.ft./yr    =    $12,000,000 

2.  Remodelling: 

400,000  sq.ft.  at  $15.00  sq.ft.  =    $  6,000,000 

SUB-TOTAL  $18,000,000 

b)  Demolition 

580,000  sq.ft.  at  $2.00  sq.ft.  =    $1,160,000 

c)  New  Construction 

1.  Building: 

950,000  sq.ft.  at  $50.00  sq.ft.    =  $47,500,000 

2.  Garage  &  Outdoor  Jail: 

360,000  sq.ft.  at  $20.00  sq.ft.        =    $  7,200,000 
SUB-TOTAL  $54,700,000 


TABLE  8. 2. A 


PLAN  #2 


TOTAL 


$73,860,000 


Relocate  all  facilities  for  3  years,  demolish  "Old"  Court- 
house, renovate  "New"  Courthouse,  erect  new  building  on 
"Old"  Courthouse  site  to  contain  remainder  of  required  area 

a)  Temporary  Premises 

1 .  Rent:    (3  years) 

400,  000  sq.ft.  at  $10.00  sq.ft./yr    =    $12,000,000 

2.  Remodelling: 

400,000  sq.ft.  at  $15.00  sq.ft.  =    $  6, 000, 000 

SUB-TOTAL  $18,000,000 

b)  Demolition 

230,000  sq.ft.  at  $2,00  sq.ft.       =$   460,000 

c)  Renovation 

350,000  sq.ft.  at  $25.00  sq.ft.  =    $8,750,000 

d)  New  Construction 

1.  Building:    (950,000-350,000) 

600,000  sq.ft.  at  $50.00  sq.ft.    =  $30,000,000 

2.  Garage  &  Outdoor  Jail: 

360,000  sq.ft.  at  $20.00  sq.ft.  =    $  7,200,000 

SUB-TOTAL  $37,200,000 


TOTAL 


$64,410,000 


no 


PLAN  #3 


PLAN  U 


Relocate  all  facilities  for  3  years,  renovate  both  existing 
courthouses,  erect  new  building  on  newly-acquired 
adjacent  land  to  contain  remainder  of  required  area 

a)    Temporary  Premises 

1 .  Rent:    (3  years) 

400,000  sq.ft.  at  $10.00  sq.ft./yr    =    $12,000,000 

2.  Remodelling: 

400,000  sq.ft.  at  $15.00  sq.ft.         =    $  6,000,000 
SUB-TOTAL  $18,000,000 


b)  Renovation 

1.  "Old"  Courthouse: 

230,000  sq.ft.  at  $35.00  sq.ft. 

2.  "New"  Courthouse: 

350,000  sq.ft.  at  $25.00  sq.ft. 
SUB-TOTAL 

c)  Land  Acquisition 

40,000  sq.ft.  at  $150,00  sq.ft. 

d)  New  Construction 

1.  Building:    (950,000-580,000) 
370,000  sq.ft.  at  $50.00  sq.ft. 

2.  Garage  &  Outdoor  Jail: 
360,000  sq.ft.  at  $30.00  sq  Jt. 

SUB-TOTAL 

TOTAL 


=   $  8,050,000 

-   $  8,750,000 
$16,800,000 


=   $  6,000,000 

=   $18,500,000 

=   $7,200,000 
$25,700,000 

$66,500,000 


Relocate  facilities  in  "Old"  Courthouse  for  3  years,  demolish 
"Old"  Courthouse,  erect  new  building  on  "Old"  Courthouse 
site  to  contain  total  required  area,  renovate  "New"  Court- 
house for  general  office  use,  sell  or  lease  renovated  "New" 
Courthouse. 


a)  Temporary  Premises 

1 .  Rent:    (3  years) 

150,000  sq.ft.  at  $10.00  sq.ft./yr 

2.  Remodelling: 

150,000  sq.ft.  at  $15.00  sq.ft. 
SUB-TOTAL 

b)  Demolition 

230,000  sq.ft.  at  $2.00  sq.ft. 

c)  New  Construction 

1.  Building: 

950,000  sq.ft.  at  $50.00  sq.ft. 

2,  Garage  &  Outdoor  Jail: 
360,000  sq.ft.  at  $20.00  sq.ft. 

SUB-TOTAL 

d)  Renovation 

350,000  sq.ft.  at  $25.00  sq.ft. 

TOTAL 

e)  Profit  from  sale  or  lease  of  renovated 
"New"  Courthouse 


$4,500,000 

$  2,250,000 
$  6,750,000 


=   $     460,000 


=   $47,500,000 

=   $7,200,000 
$54,700,000 


=   $  8,750,000 
$70,660,000 


PLAN  #5 

Acquire  adjacent  site,  erect  new  building  thereon  to 
contain  total  required  area,  dispose  of  existing  land 
and  courthouses 

a)    New  Construction 

1.  Building: 

950,000  sq.ft.  at  $50.00  sq.ft.  =  $47,500,000 

2.  Garage  &  Outdoor  Jail: 

360,000  sq.ft.  at  $20.00  sq.ft.    =    $  7, 200, 000 


TOTAL 

b)    Profit  or  loss  from  purchase  and  sale 
of  land 


$54,700,000 
9 


ill 


NOTES 

-  All  areas  employed  herein  are  approximate  gross  areas 
except  for  the  areas  employed  in  "Temporary  Premises" 
calculations  which  are  approximate  net  usable  areas 
excluding  the  present  City  Prison  space. 

-  All  cost  figures  employed  herein  are  based  upon  current 
construction  costs;  no  allowance  has  been  made  for  future 
changes  in  these  costs. 


Cost  totals  shown  therein  exclude  professional  fees, 
moving  costs,  and  furnishings  and  furniture  costs. 
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